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HEROIN TRAFFICKING AND ADDICTION—OVERSIGHT 

MONDAY, OCTOBER 7, 1974 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT, 

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met at 10 a.m., pursuant to notice in room 2123, 
Raybum House OiEce Building, Hon. Paul G. Rogers [chairman] 
presiding. 

Mr. ROGERS. The subcommittee will come to order, please. 
Earlier this year, this committee worked on and passed the Con- 

trolled Substances Act. At that time we were pleased to receive 
testimony from the President's Special Action Office for Drug Abuse 
Prevention, the Drug Enforcement Agency, and the State Depart- 
ment that the frightening epidemic of drug use which had gripped 
this Nation has subsided and was leveling off, and had particularly 
been reduced in heroin addiction. 

The hearings this morning are oversight in nature and are occasioned 
by more recent reports wriich indicate that the epidemic of drug 
use—especially heroin, opium, and cocaine—is having a resurgence. 

When we last reviewed the law and the drug situation, we heard 
that there were approximately 300,000 to 350,000 heroin addicts. 
There are now reports that this figure has risen dramatically. Because 
traffic and use of drugs is illegal, we are hard pressed to come up with 
firm figures on just what magnitude these mcreases represent, but 
only last month estimates of the problem went so far as to place that 
figure at 600,000 to 800,000 herom addicts. 

I am not prepared to totally accept such figures, for certainly they 
would indicate that all our efforts are failing miserably. I am concerned, 
however, that the recent increases in deatns from drugs—up 100 per- 
cent in Chicago—and street reports of increased availability of heroin, 
mean that we are facing once again a drug epidemic in this Nation. 

President Nixon labeled drug abuse as the Nation's No. 1 domestic 
problem some time ago, and for a time it appeared that we had suc- 
cessfully stunted drug traffic and use, but with the resumption of 
poppy planting and harvesting in Turkey, I have a great foreboding 
that we are again entering another era of hard drug use in this Nation, 
which may well surpass the nightmares of the early 1970's. 

The State Department, with pressure from the Congress, negotiated 
with Turkey, the world's largest poppy producer, and reached an 
agreement to terminate poppy cultivation, but I am concerned that 
the State Department did not take aggressive action to insure that 
Turkey would stick by this agreement. With the absence of Turkey, 
Mexico became the main supplier of heroin. Mexican brown heroin 
now floods this Nation, and we see small and medium towns involved 
with heroin for the first time. With the resumption of Turkey again in 
the heroin trade, I fear that we will soon see the greatest flood of 



heroin in the history of our Nation. Mainly because of these concerns 
we have called these hearings to have reports from the agencies as to 
just exactly what the situation is and what should be done. 

Do any of the members have anything they would like to say? 
Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Chairman, I would just like to join in your 

remarks. Having been actively involved both in travel to Turkey 
prior to that decision and being concerned with the Mexican situation 
and knowing that my State and particularly the city of New York 
Frobably suffers as greatly as any geographical area in this country, 

do have an overriding concern that we, of course, take a very careful 
look through these types of oversight hearings. 

Mr. RoGEHs. Thank you. 
Mr. Symington. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. Chairman, I, too, would like to commend you 

for holding these oversight hearings. I think the American people 
would like to learn what is the dimension of the problem. What 
countries are cooperating? Which are not? How can we most effectively 
assist the law enforcement communities around the country as well as 
the Federal authorities in curtailing the problem. I think the American 
people are prepared to support any reasonable initiative that the 
Government may take. I think it is up to the Congress to work with 
the executive branch in any way we can to establish those initiatives 
and go forward with them. 

There are a lot of questions that I have and I am sure other members 
have of our witnesses this morning. We are grateful to them for being 
with us. 

Mr. ROGERS. Thank you. 
Mr. Prej'er. 
Mr. PREYEE. Mr. Chairman, I hope we are wrong that we are 

entering another era of hard drug use but I think the facts do indicate 
we ought to take a hard look at the question and I am glad you are 
holding these hearings. 

Mr. ROGERS. Thank you very much. 
Our first witness today will be Dr. Robert L. DuPont, Jr., director 

of the Special Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention. 
We also have with us Mr. John R. Bartels, Jr., who is the adminis- 

trator of the Drug Enforcement Administration, Department of 
Justice; and Mr. David H. Ernst who is the deputy senior advisor 
on International Narcotics Matters, Department of State. 

We will first hear from Dr. DuPont. 

STATEMENTS OF ROBERT L. DuPONT, JR., M.D.. DIRECTOR, SPECIAL 
ACTION OFFICE FOR DRUG ABUSE PREVENTION; JOHN R. BAR- 
TELS, JR., ADMINISTRATOR, DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRA- 
TION, DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE; AND DAVID H. ERNST. ACTING 
SENIOR ADVISER TO THE SECRETARY OF STATE AND COORDI- 
NATOR FOR INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS MATTERS, DEPART- 
MENT OF STATE 

Dr. DDPONT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I am pleased to have this opportunity to present the views of the 

Special Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention on the status of 
addiction in the United States. 



In June 1971, when SAODAP was created there were many esti- 
mates of the number of heroin addicts in the United States. The num- 
bers ranged widely often reflecting the personal biases of their authors. 
While no truly adequate estimate of the number of heroin addicts is 
available even today, one of the most responsible estimates is that 
made annually by Dr. Joseph A. Greenwood for the Drug Enforce- 
ment Administration. Using the same techniques these estimates are 
updated annually. 

The Greenwood estimates indicate that the active pool of heroin 
users was 630,000 in 1971 and 610,000 in 1972. The 1973 estimate fell 
slightly to 580,000 narcotic users of which about 40 percent, or 250,000, 
are estimated to be active heroin users. These 250,000 active heroin 
users are one measure of the unfinished task before us. 

About 125,000 of the remaining users are receiving help from one of 
the more than 2,000 drug abuse treatment programs which now exist 
throughout the Nation. Additionally, about 85,000 users are in jails 
and prisons. The remainder have been successfully treated, have 
voluntarily stopped using narcotics or have died. 

Drug addiction and drug use is constantly changing, and I would 
like to discuss with you today some of the changes. 

By January of this year most of our evidence indicated a downturn 
in heroin addiction. We knew that the supply of heroin had been 
reduced, both as a result of Turkey's decision in 1972 to ban the 
cultivation of opium poppy and as a result of generally more eflFective 
law enforcement nationwide. We had evidence from virtually every 
State of excess treatment capacity. In February of 1974, for example, 
only 55 percent of all federally funded community-based treatment 
slots were filled. Waiting lists had virtually disappeared. Overdose 
deaths, hepatitis, and property crime rates were down in many parts 
of the country. The Special Action Office at this point in time began to 
turn more of its attention to "outreach" activities. 

Outreach is designed to bring into treatment persons who have not 
voluntarily sought it. We have developed two basic approaches, one 
working through existing treatment facilities and one working through 
the criminal justice system. 

In 1972 the Special Action Office developed a concept called TASC, 
Treatment Alternatives to Street Crime. Under the program, which 
was instituted on an experimental basis in several Federal, State, and 
local court systems, persons who were identified as drug abusers at 
the time of arrest were referred to treatment under a variety of 
conditions. At the present time, there are 19 TASC programs in 
operation processing over 1,000 persons per month. 

Recently we have worked with the Department of Justice to develop 
more comprehensive pilot programs in six selected Federal court 
jurisdictions where a high rate of addiction exists among the arrest«d 
population. The purpose is to develop a comprehensive systeni of 
identification and referral, including the options of pretrial diversion, 
diversion to treatment as a condition for bail or personal recognizance, 
treatment within the prison system and treatment as a condition for 
probation or parole. If this program is demonstrated effective, we 
would like to see it become a model not only for other Federal courts 
but for State and local courts as well. 



Other outreach activities developed by our office include a public 
health model. One way to use this model is for counselors or other 
trained personnel to interview an addict reporting for treatment to 
determine his friends who might also be users. Outreach workers can 
then be dispatched to the area to interview these persons and encour- 
age them also to report for treatment on a purely voluntary basis. 
Along this same line we have funded demonstration programs involv- 
ing mobile vans which are sent to areas known to have a high rate of 
addiction; trained workers talk with addicts they meet along the 
street, and if the person volunteers for treatment he is taken immedi- 
ately to a program for enrollment. 

Another important factor in reducing, or at least limiting, the pool 
of addicts in this country has been the effective work undertaken by 
the Department of Defense and the Veterans Administration. In 1971 
when the Special Action Office was created heroin use was rampant 
among servicemen in Vietnam. A comprehensive study has since been 
undertaken of a sample of Army enlisted men who left Vietnam in 
September 1971. Forty-three percent of this group admitted having 
used narcotics while in Vietnam, and twenty percent considered them 
still addicted to heroin. 

The latest followup study, released in May 1974, showed that only 
2 percent of all these returnees were still using narcotics a year later. 
The combination of identification, referral to treatment prior to return 
and the vitally important factor of change in circumstances and re- 
duced availability upon return to the United States, combined to 
reduce the number of servicemen addicts dramatically. 

Similar procedures were subsequently applied worldwide. Since 1971 
urinalysis data has been collected on a regular basis for all the services 
in all military theaters. The percentage of confirmed drug users has 
always been relatively small—generally under 1 percent. Beginning in 
September 1973, there were indications of an encouraging downturn 
both in the percent and the numbers identified as drug positive. 

From September 1973 to June 1974, the figure remained between 
0.6 and 0.9 percent and the number of Department of Defense clients in 
treatment remained relatively steady at between 20,500 and 21,800. 
Then in July of 1974, the Department of Defense suspended all 
urinalysis. The order went into effect on July 18 but the data we have 
indicates that even in that period of less than a full month the per- 
cent of confirmed drug positives rose, for the first time in almost a 
year, to 1.2 percent, or a 50 percent increase. 

At the same time, the number of chents in treatment dropped sig- 
nificantly ; and while approximately 2,000 of this drop can be accounted 
for by a change in reporting procedures, it does not account for the 
entire drop to 17,087 reported clients in treatment in July. This data 
is far too scant to draw firm conclusions; one month of data does not 
establish a trend. But there is cause for concern that drug use may be 
on the increase in the military; and an even greater cause for concern 
that the military at the present time has no way of measuring the 
extent of drug use among its servicemen. 

There is also some cause for concern over scattered data now coming 
in from civilian sources. In trying to predict national trends, the 
treatment and law enforcement communities have learned the neces- 
sity of working togetlier. Law enforcement follows certain indicators 



of the extent of supply: numbers of seizures and their location; the 
price and purity of arugs on the streets of key indicator cities; over- 
dose death rates and drug related crimes, for example. We share this 
data collected by the Drug Enforcement Administration. In addition, 
we watch for such indicators as change in demand for treatment; 
length of waiting lists; cases of serum hepatitis or hospital emergency 
room episodes. We are interested not only in overall shifts in numbers 
but in where those shifts occur. 

In recent months we have become aware of a very important phe- 
nomenon: an unexpected increase in heroin addiction in smaller cities 
like Eugene, Ore^. and Jackson, Miss. This hsis led us to speculate 
that drug use radiates out from the major population centers and can 
be expected to hit some smaller cities, and eventually perhaps some 
rural areas, after a reasonably predictable time lag. To test this hy- 
pothesis, teams of investigators were sent out from our office to look 
at 10 selected medium-sized cities throughout the country. 

All 10 cities showed major increases in heroin use in the last decade 
and evidence of current epidemics of heroin use were substantiated in 
4 of these 10. The reasons for the occurrence of these epidemics and 
the direction that they took often varied based on local cultural condi- 
tions, In addition, this ripple hypothesis would seem to be substan- 
tiated by the recent experience of my colleagues in law enforcement 
who tell me that a larger proportion of their seizures and arrests are 
now occurring in the smaller cities. 

Another change which we are following very closely is an increase 
in demand for treatment in certain geographic regions of the country— 
particularly the Southwest, the west coast and more recently in Illi- 
nois and Pennsylvania. The Drug Enforcement Administration has 
plotted the spread across the country of so-called Mexican brown 
heroin, based on their records of seizures. 

We could practically do the same thing based on increased demand 
for treatment. Within the last year the number of clients in treatment 
in the State of California has increased from 16,000 to 23,500. At the 
same time the number of heroin overdose deaths in the city of San 
Diego has increased from 29 in 1971 to a projected 105 in 1974. In 
Texas, where the availability of Mexican heroin has created a large 
and fairly steady number of heroin users in the border cities, there is 
evidence of a resurgence of heroin use in the more northern city of 
Austin and the State has reported in the last 6 months 500 untreated 
drug abusers who have died, been arrested, or developed serum 
hepatitis. 

Similar data have come in from the State of Illinois, which law en- 
forcement identifies as a major distribution point for Mexican heroin. 
The number of clients in treatment has tripled in the last year and a 
half, and in the first 6 months of 1974 Cook County—Chicago— 
reported a 100 percent increase in overdose deaths. Even New "iork 
City has reported, within the last few months, a sharp increase in the 
number of neroin detoxifications being performed in the Tombs and 
the Brooklyn House of Detention, indicating an increase in the 
availability of street heroin in New York also. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to stress that these changes are only indi- 
cators of what is taking place in some parts of the country. We have 
not found that all smaller cities have growing heroin problems, and 
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all large cities have not had a deterioration in the heroin problem. 
But it is significant that all of the indicators, which have been going 
steadily down over the last 2 to 3 years, have turned up or remained 
flat for the last 6 months. So we have a genuinely new situation and 
a worrisome one. We can no longer talk about "turning the corner on 
heroin addiction." 

The purpose of our oflSce is to coordinate the overall Federal re- 
sponse to treatment needs and to make adaptations in that response 
as they become necessary. This is what we are doing. 

We estimate that there are presently 160,000 clients in all treatment 
programs—federally, State, and locally funded. Of the 80,000 clients 
in programs funded by the National Institute on Drug Abuse and the 
Special Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention, about 25,000 are 
being treated for problems with drugs other than heroin. Approxi- 
mately one-third of these—13 percent of the total—are involved 
primarily with marihuana or hashish; one-third—11 percent—with 
amphetamines and barbiturates; and smaller percentages with such 
substances as inhalents, hallucinogens and alcohol. 

As the demand for treatment has shifted geographically, we have 
moved to meet this need. Thus, in fiscal year 1974 we reprogramed 
Federal funds to take away treatment expansion money from States 
with excess capacity and to make it available to the States where 
new needs had been identified. Thus, of 95,000 slots which were fed- 
erally funded in fiscal year 1974, 13,722 were reprogramed to meet new 
demands. Most of the new treatment capacity was created in States 
like California, Oregon, and Pennsylvania, where a clear and contin- 
uing demand for treatment exists. 

With 55 States and territorial drug abuse prevention agencies 
presently operational, we are now receiving regular reports of treat- 
ment needs for every part of the Nation. These needs are constantly 
undergoing a.ssessment, with both increases and decreases in State 
needs Deing taken into account. It is anticipated that, as in fiscal year 
1974, some fiscal year 1975 treatment funds may be reprogramed at 
the end of the fiscal year, although the number of slots available is 
likely to be small because of the high utilization rate. 

We are also watching for signs that the increase in demand for treat- 
ment may exceed the funds presently budgeted for that purpose. 
If it becomes apparent that there is a cumulative increase in demand 
for treatment, in addition to the localized shifts we are presently 
meeting with existing resources, then we will find it necessary to 
request additional, supplemental funding. At the present time, how- 
ever,   we   are   meeting   existing   demand   with   existing  resources. 

Nationally 80,000 of the 95,000 treatment slots are presently filled. 
We estimate that at the present time that the remainder or 14,000 
slots will be filled by January 1975. The utilization rate of treatment 
slots has been going up steadily since last spring. In cities such as 
Chicago, Phoenix, Los Angeles, and Philadelphia, all available treat- 
ment slots are already filled. 

At the same time that we are adapting our resources to meet changes 
in demand for treatment we are also moving ahead with research 
and development of methods of treatment. 

This committee has long had an interest in our research on antago- 
nists and the long-acting methadone-like drug, LAAM. At the present 
time there are two major cooperative studies underway to test the 



safety and efficacy of LAAM in normal male ex-heroin addict volun- 
teers and to create a group of clinicians across the Nation expert in 
the use of LAAM. The Veterans' Administration cooperative study 
has 430 patients who have taken LAAM. This study is nearing com- 
pletion and the data should be processed within the next few months. 
The second study is a cooperative study of climes across the Nation 
and involves approximately 700 patients and should be complete 
within 1 year. All indications are that LAAM will be at least as safe 
and as efficacious as methadone as a replacement therapy for heroin 
addiction. 

Our most promising antagonist, Naltrexone, is in the early phase II 
stage of development; that is, short-term safety and efficacy studies 
are currently being done. There are more than 300 patients now receiv- 
ing Naltrexone across the country. It is being used in approximately 
17 clinics and preliminary data would indicate that the drug is as 
safe as methadone. Later testing of Naltrexone will follow the pattern 
of LAAM and a national cooperative undertaking. A study is being 
piloted in five clinics and great care is being taken m consultation wi^E 
an expert committee of the National Academy of Sciences to develop 
a standardized reporting system for the full study. The late phase II 
study will be a major safety and efficacy evaluation and is scheduled 
to begin in January 1976. This will involve 10 additional clinics across 
the Nation. 

Finally, we are experimenting with propoxyphene napsulate, a 
drug approved for use m humans on a short-term basis as an analgesic. 
It is felt to be of potential use as an alternative to methadone in the 
treatment of herom addiction. It is attractive because of its low abuse 
potential. We are about to begin three studies to determine the ef- 
ficacy of propoxyphene napsulate in the treatment of chronic heroin 
addiction, particularly as a detoxification agent. 

Treatment of other forms of drug abuse also merits our continuing 
attention, especially in view of the fact that over 30 percent of federally 
funded treatment slots are filled with nonopiate abusers. To help us 
in developing better techniques for working with these patients, we 
have established 11 pilot, in-hospital detoxification programs for 
polydrug abusers. To date, about 800 chents have been treated in these 
programs, and we have learned not only how to detoxify persons with 
heavy polydrug habits but we are developing techniques for providing 
the essential psychiatric foUowup care which many of these patients 
require. 

By our estimates, one American in seven has used marihuana. 
Mr. RoQERs. What is that? 
Dr. DuPoNT. One in seven Americans over the age of 12 has used 

marihuana at least once. 
Clearly not all of them encounter problems with marihuana use. 

But a surprisingly large number of clients in federally funded treat- 
ment programs—13.5 percent—report a major problem with mari- 
huana or hashish. Within the last 2 years, continuing research has 
turned up evidence of changes in basic cellular mechanisms, and initial 
research indicates that there may be adverse immunologic and genetic 
implications for long-term or heavy marihuana use. In addition, 
marihuana has been found to have adverse eflFects on reaction time 
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and on mechanical performance, consequences of particular concern 
in connection with marihuana use and driving. 

Numerous clients are also turning up in federally funded treatment 
Erograras with primary or secondary problems with alcohol. We have 

een working closely with the National Institute on Alcoholism and 
Alcohol Abuse to develop joint research and, in some instances, joint 
treatment programs. We know that persons who abuse drugs very 
often switch from one drug to another, or use drugs in combination 
depending on availabhty, cost, or the effect they wish to achieve. 
We know that alcohol potentiates the effects of barbiturates and some 
other substances. We therefore believe it is essential that this kind of 
cooperative effort continue. 

Mr. Chairman, I think the most important lesson we have learned 
in the 3 years since the Special Action Office was founded is that drug 
abuse is a constantly changing phenomenon. We have seen changes 
which began on the east or west coasts spread to the Midwest. We 
have seen patterns which began in the big cities spread out to the 
satellite cities, the suburbs and finally the rural areas. We have seen 
one pattern of drug abuse followed by another and another until the 
cycles and the geographic spread become fairly predictable. And we 
have seen drugs which we thought were in disfavor in the "youth 
culture" enjoy a resurgence based on such changing factors as cost 
and availability, combined with some impredictable phenomenon 
which we can only describe as changing myths or changing folk lore 
among the groups at risk. 

In my opinion, we are far from winning the "war against drugs." 
In fact, I have concluded that the metaphor or a "war" is misleading. 
It implies that with sufficient resources we can "win". Dealing witli 
drug abuse is more like weeding a garden. Our efforts produce good 
results but the task requires constant attention. In this context, 
we admit that we frequently turn one comer only to be confronted by 
another. But this is not to say that considerable progress has not been 
made: 

We have provided rapid and large-scale expansion of treatment for 
drug abusers. 

We have moved forward on new frontiers, both for understanding 
the causes of drug abuse and for finding new ways to treat it. 

Perhaps most important of all, we no longer have a Federal 
policy toward drugs which is based pureh' on a law enforcement 
approach. In fact, the new Federal policy is a cooperative, inter- 
dependent effort of both law enforcement and treatment. 

What is required now is continuing \agilance by treatment and law 
enforcement but also by parents, educators and young people them- 
selves. We must continue our research and make the results available. 
We must provide the best information to our young people and stress 
not only the temporary dangers of experimentation but the long-term 
dangers of a lifetime of drug use—including alcohol, nicotine and 
mind-altering pills. The important thing is that we now have the 
Federal capability to monitor shifts in drug use and dnig trafficking 
patterns and to respond with appropriate measures. We have made 
great progress but we still have a long way to go. 
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Mr. Chairman, that is an overly long statement but in the spirit 
of the oversight hearings I thought it was important to cover a wide 
raMje of subjects. 

Thank you very much. 
[Attachments to Dr. DuPont's written statement follow]: 

I^M'!ER OF FEDERALLY FUNDED DRUG TREATMENT PROGRAMS 

Conitiiuiiitv U.i. J 

Non-Community 

G AGENCIES REPRESFNTED: 

• MIDA* 
• VA 
• DOD" 
•BOP 
•LEAA*** 
•HUD**" 

BOP 
r^JiDAl 

24 
'JTJTINIDA 

20 VA 

26 

36   
pnprrrr^LEAA     14 
our ,^jtPZi. i>:".' 

5L *' ** * 

2SZ3 ilLil:. 
1/1/70 1/1/71 1/1/72 1/1//3 1/1/74 

'Includes OEO programs (remaining programs were transferred to NIDA In the fall of 1973). 
••1/1/72 DOD facilities data unavailable: 1/1/74 data reflect 10/31/73 facUUie5 totals worldwide. 
••'The bulk of LEAA-funded treatment proKrama are block action grants, discretionary treatment fund* 

Ing is being phased out during FY 1974. 
*"'The model cities program, under which city agencies have utlllted federal block grant inter alia to 

support drug abuse related activities, Is being phased out during FY 1974. 
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/a'rr.o.\i;/ATE DisTrnruTio;.' OF ry i5,v.in75 in rAT.v.r.vr SLOTS 

cc"r.ai:.'iTYPArr.o 
THCAl.VL.'.'TCL'T.'; IN 
DinccTvo v:.c c,r.:.\'.s 
hbou! SirO:.7/.-;r n FcdrfJl 
FuniM V.lTii 51 AiT;-LOCAL   / 
nATCH(:!,3ji::i:-.'.yi.3..) 
v.Msr.EArr'LiCA:;LE 

COVMUr.MTV RA-SCl 
•iHEAl.'.'.iil.T S.'.O.i 
c« J;ii«p ^ -r r. ."^ r. v r n-> r 17 

BLOCK GHAUTS lii-out 
lO.ODO ilo-.l end 
$2D.M Fedcial FuniJsl 

b«??ffiS5gi 
\fi/J^U^ft;«:-::::?>?^^>i/ 

INSTITUTICML 
THEATVENTSLOTS\ 
ivAonocori 
(it>out31.CC0S:o» 
cod S7LM Fcficiol 

lu.iJil 

DOD 20,000 
VA 8,000 
BOP  5,000 

33,000 

TnEATMSNT SLOTS 
KOTSUPfOrlTrOOY 
FCDCRALFUriOS 
(otout   111,000 
floUund C2'iCM 

ttalc/lccAl (unc'i) 

TOTAL     249,000 

Note: State and local figures shown above are estimates based on limited data and are accurate to about 
±15%. DOD estimate based upon projected average monthly levels o( treatment service delivery (Includes 
tnpatlent, residential, and outpatient services). 
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Mr. ROGERS. Thank you, Dr. du Pont. 
I think if the members are agreeable we will go ahead and have the 

statement by Mr. Bartels and then we may have some questions and 
then we will have Mr. Ernst's statement. 

STATEMENT OF JOHN R. BAKTELS, JR. 

Mr. BARTELS. Mr. Chairman, thank you for holding this hearing. 
Distinguished members of the subcommittee, let me give you a 

brief overview of where we stand now for the coming year and sec- 
ondly what our major goals are as the Drug Enforcement Adminis- 
tration and they are essentially to be in a position to respond very 
quickly to the outside changes such as the increases from ^lexico and 
the potential increase from the Government of Turkey and finally to 
increase the quality of our investigation in cases both as it relates to 
the evidence that we produce and toward the type of distributor with 
a view to reducing the availability of hard drugs in this country. 

As you know, our mission is to control the accessibility of narcotics 
and dangerous drugs to current and to potential drug abusers through- 
out the United States. As a result, fewer people should experiment 
with drugs, fewer among those who do experiment should advance to 
chronic intensive levels of use while more of those who do advance to 
chronic intensive levels of use should seek treatment as a result of 
law enforcement efforts. 

The tangible implications of these effects are that fewer people die 
of drug overdoses; that fewer people disable themselves from leading 
productive lives; that fewer families crumble before the bitterness and 
suspicion that attends drug abuse; and that fewer children begin 
experiments which can kill them suddenly in dramatic accidents or 
slowly in a process of deterioration and decay. Thus, it is to preserve 
lives that our agents risk their lives and that the rest of us m DEA 
labor—whether to produce intelligence, to shutofT diversion from 
licensed firms, to develop equipment which will protect agents, or to 
make appropriate decisions in scheduling drugs. A very great deal 
depends on DEA's capability to adequately perform each element of 
its mission without regard to the manhours involved or danger to our 
agents. As we see a growing influx of drugs from Mexico straining our 
resources we are very much concerned over the possibility of an 
increased flow of heroin coming from the replanting of the opium 
poppy in Turkish fields. 

All narcotic drugs and most of the psychotropic substances destined 
for American addicts and users originate from outside the United 
States. According to our most recent estimates, approximately 70 
percent of the heroin reaching this country comes from poppies grown 
m Mexico. The remainder comes from Turkish heroin manufactured 
from caches of opium produced in Turkey before that nation instituted 
its ban on production 2 years ago and from the Golden Triangle area 
of Burma, Laos and Thailand. Cocaine, which is becoming a preferred 
drug of abuse, is illegally imported from South and Central America. 

Virtually all of the marihuana seized by DEA, Customs, and INS 
agents comes from Mexico and the Caribbean. We have found it 
necessary and effective, therefore, to move our resources and manpower 
to overseas and border points, as close as possible to the foreign 
sources for drugs. 

41-912 O - 74 - 
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Since the Government of Turkey banned the growth of the opium 
oppy, so-called brown heroin, manufactured and grown illegally in 
.lexico from poppies also grown there, is steadily increasing and has 

become our number one target. I would like to discuss briefly our 
activities with the Government of Mexico and along the United 
States-Mexican border. 

In November of 1973, Mexican Attorney General Pedro Ojeda 
Paullada and I met in Mexico City to formulate plans for an intensi- 
fied joint effort to eliminate the flow of narcotic substances to and from 
Mexico. Mexico is also used as a transshipment point of European 
narcotics and South American narcotics. 

As a result of this meeting, a special task force began operations in 
the State of Sinaloa and the State of Durango. This operation became 
a probe into the principal enforcement areas of narcotic eradication, 
interdiction of narcotic substances, and the intelligence-gathering 
capabilities of the Mexican Federal Judicial Police. 

From January 1974 through April 1974 the Mexican Federal au- 
thorities registered what I believe to be outstanding enforcement 
accomplishments. These included the location and elimination of 
seven heroin-producing laboratories, the seizure of 73 kilograms of 
heroin, 129 kilograms of opium, 62 kilograms of cocaine, 215 tons of 
marihuana, and 6 million units of dangerous drugs. During this period 
1,311 defendants were arrested, 325 vehicles and 12 aircraft were 
seized by the Mexican Federal Police. 

I may add that in previous years the emphasis in Mexico had been 
to a greater extent on marihuana interdiction than it had been on 
either dangerous drugs or heroin. 

On June 25 of this year a 6-month DEA investigation was concluded 
in Mexicali,' Mexico when Mexican, Federal Judicial Police, with the 
support of DEA agents, seized 42 tons of marihuana destined for 
delivery into the United States. This is the largest single seizure of 
marihuana recorded. Similar seizures have become common. 

Another cooperative endeavor with the Government of Mexico 
culminated successfully on September 11,1974, with the arrests of 113 
Americans and 27 Mexicans. This international investigation immo- 
bilized a multimiUion dollar producing and traflicking network re- 
sponsible for virtually all of the illicit amphetamine tablets (mini- 
bennies) smuggled into this country—an estimated 30,000 kilograms 
or 3 billion tablets a year. In addition, the four labs' tableting dies 
that were used were seized in the State of Mexico. 

In terms of DEA agents assigned to Mexico and border posts, the 
following table reflects the priority I have given to this problem: 

On board as of 

June 30,1973           Aug. 31.1974 

13                            21 
2. Agents assigned to United States-Mexican border (escluding San Antonio)... 34                           157 

54  

We have found it necessary to increasingly move our men out of 
the United States to the farflung parts of the world in order to have 
resources closest to the source and where the agents can initiate the 
most productive investigations in cooperation with host countries. 
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We know that to be effective we must stop the flow of drugs at, or 
near, their foreign source and at the highest level where the appre- 
hension of violators can have the most impact. We have found that 
the closer the point of interdiction is to the source of the drug the 
greater is the quantity handled by a decreasing number of people. 
This is the target at which we aim in order to achieve optimum 
results. 

We now have 49 foreign regional and district offices of DEA com- 
pared with 23 in 1972. Twenty-four more foreign district offices are 
scheduled to be opened by the end of fiscal 1975, bringing the total 
to 73. 

Currently we have 151 agents assigned to the foreign offices, up 
from 48 in 1971. We have projected 265 agents for foreign locations 
by the end of 1975. 

Arrests and seizures made by DEA agents with the cooperation of 
foreign authorities have increased as follows: 
Year: Arrettt 

1971          281 
1972          504 
1973        716 
1974       1,325 

Suffice it to say, seizures of cocaine, marihuana and hashish show 
an upward trend through 1974 while those of morphine base and 
heroin were up through 1973 but down in 1974 due mainly to the 
cessation of the opium production in Turkey. 

I believe it imperative that I bring to your attention our grave 
concern over the decision of the Government of Turkey to resume 
thegrowth of the opium poppy. 

When Turkey ceased growing poppies for opium in 1972 we saw a 
marked decrease and even a shortage in the availability of heroin on 
the east coast. The heroin which was available was liighly diluted 
and very expensive. We have seen a shortage of morphine base in the 
Marseilles area which we believe led to the shortage on the east 
coast. 

Turkey has now announced its intention to resume the growth of 
poppies only for the extraction of morphine through the "poppy 
straw" process, a procedure where the entire poppy crop is harvested 
and subjected to a chemical process in a manufacturing plant. This is 
reportedly a more controllable process than that formerly used 
whereby raw opium was removed from the poppy pod by farm labor. 

Despite Turkey's announced intention to thoroughly poUce this 
process, we fervently hope that new shipments of heroin do not again 
appear on the east coast. Independent of the lifting of the ban, the 
Government of Turkey has also declared a general amnesty which 
included certain drug traffickers who had been in Turkish jails who 
now, being free, may resume their former trade. These two events taken 
together do g:ive us cause for concern. 

We must increase our agent assignments to Europe and the Near 
East to preempt any renewal of the French Connection for Turkish 
morphine base and find the means for accomplishing this concentration 
of efforts and of agents without diverting our resources from other 
critical areas. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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[Appendixes to Mr. Bartels' statement follow:] 

APPENDIXES:—BACKGROUND MATERIAL ON OPIUM PRODUCTION 
AND NARCOTIC ABUSE STATISTICS 

ESTIMATES  OP  ANNUAL  OPIUM   PRODUCTION   CY   1972 

Description of Data: The data indicated below is an update of the 1971 
data provided in the "World Opium Survey, 1972." All commercial producers of 
opium are required to submit annual production data to the United Nations. 
This data is then freely available to all member states. 

Analysis: There has been a gradual increase in licit opium production due to 
increased demand on the part of the pharmaceutical industries. Iran exercised 
its option in 1969 to resume opium cultivation. 

OPIUM PRODUCED 

(in kilogramsl 

1969 1970 1971 1972 

Bulgaria .,  0 
India  868.000 
Iran  8,000 
Japan  0 
Pakittan  0 
Turliey  117,000 
USSR  217,000 
Yuioslavia  0 
Otiiar  9,000 

0 0 16 
794,000 943,000 990,747 
78.000 156,000 373,973 

0 4,000 30 
0 12,000 4,570 

SI. 000 150,000 66.434 
227,000 200,000 113,725 

0 1,000 554 
7.000 (') (') 

Total        1,219,000        1,157,000        1,466,000 1,550,049 

> Not araiiablt 

SOURCE AND DESTINATION or OPIUM PRODUCTION 
Thailand 

An estimated 150-200 tons of opium come from the Thailand border provinces 
of Chiang Mai, Chiang Rai, Mae Hong Son, and Nan. Processed opium, in the 
form of smoking opium, is consumed chiefly in Southeast Asia, although some 
of it is now finding its wa\' to Europe and the U.S. Number Four injectable 
heroin is sent to European and American markets. Number Three smoking heroin 
("Red Rock") is appearing in increasing quantities in Europe and North America, 
used principally by local Chinese populations. 

Laos 
Northern Laos produces about 20-40 tons of opium, in Royal Lao controlled 

area, a large amount of which is consumed by the local users. Some opium is also 
produced in areas of Laos under Pathet Lao control, but no data is available on 
the amount. 

Hong Kong 
Hong Kong is a major transit point for all opiates. Laboratories there tend to 

specialize in smoking heroin, but some injectable heroin is also produced. 

People's Republic of China {PRC) 
The PRC produces about 100 tons of opium legally each year, apparently under 

very strict controls. None of all allegations of widespread international trafficking 
of PRC-originated opium could be substantiated, although minor amounts may 
be smuggled across the border into adjacent areas of Laos and Burma. There is 
no evidence that this trade is sanctioned by Peking. 

South Korea 
A small amount of illicit opium is produced in South Korea. In 1972 and 1973, 

seizures were running at the rate of about 20 kilograms per year. Most of the 
opium is probably used by South Korean addicts, although a minor portion may 
be smuggled to Japan or sold to U.S. troopes stationed in South Korea. 
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Mexico 
Total production is estimated at between 5 and 15 tons. Although there is 

evidence of growing heroin abase within Mexico, it is believed that nearly all 
Mexican heroin finds its way into the U.S. 
Afghanistan 

Estimates of opium production in Afghanistan, all of which is illicit, vary. 
The best estimates are between 100 and 200 tons. A small amount of opium is 
consumed locally in the poppy-growing region. Foreign visitors also account for 
some; but the bulk (probably exceeding 90 percent) of the opium produced in 
Afghanistan is smug^^ed across the border into Iran, usually accompanied by 
opium of Pakistani origin. 
Iran 

Since the reintroduction of legal opium production into Iran in 1969, produc- 
tion, which is carried out under very strict supervision, has varied between 8 
and 217 tons. All of this is produced for distribution to Iranian addicts, and there 
is no evidence of significant diversion. In fact, Iran is a victim country and is the 
destination for nearly all the illegal opium smuggled out of Afghanistan and 
Pakistan. Large amounts of this are seized each year along the Afghan border. 
This opium, which is also distributed to Iranian addicts, allows the government 
to cut back on planned opium production in the following crop year, and con- 
tributes to the fluctuations in production. 1973 opium production was given as 
90 tons. No figures are yet available for 1974. 
Pakistan 

12 tons of opium were produced legally in Pakistan in 1973, but a much larger 
and undetermined amount was produced in tribal areas outside the government's 
control. Estimates of this range from 32 to 170 tons, with the higher figure probably 
being more accurate. The great part of Pakistan's illegal opium is smuggled across 
Afghanistan into Iran by Afghan tribesmen. A smaller amount, perhaps now 
reaching between 10 and 15 percent, is smuggled out of the country by ship, 
mostly through the port of Karachi. Destinations for some recent narcotic ship- 
ments originating in Karachi were reported as Europe, Hong Kong, and the U.S. 
Although most of these "narcotics" were probably hashish, some opium may well 
have been included. 
Turkey 

There was no licit opium production in Turkey in the 1974 crop year. Some 
minor illicit production may have occured in a region about 100 miles north- 
east of Ankara. During the period of the ban (July 1972 to July 1974) both opium 
and morphine base continued to flow into illicit international channels from 
Turkey. Opium shipments, mostly to Egypt, sometimes amounted to more than a 
ton. Both the opium and the morphine base shipments derived from illegal opium 
stockpiles accumulated over many years before the imposition of the 1972 ban. 

With the resumption of legal opium production beginning with the summer 
of 1975 harvest, an increase in both illegal opium and morphine base (all of which 
is illegal) shipments can be expected, drawn mainly from illegal stockpiles rather 
than current production. This could amount to 25-35 opium tons equivalent 
yearly over the next several years. 

Judging from past performance and announced plans for the 1975 crop year, 
and assuming normal weather conditions, a total opium gum harvest of some- 
what over 200 tons can be anticipated. If the traditional method of pod incision 
is used, and if the control measures used in 1971 and 1972 are applied, diversion 
would probably amount to between 20 and 40 tons. If improved control systems 
are introduced or if the commitment in manpower and vehicles to harvest con- 
trol is greatly increased, diversion might be held below 15 tons. 

The poppy straw method, if used, W'ould in theory reduce greatly the problem 
of diversion of opium gum. However, under the terms of the Single Convention 
there are no control provisions for cultivation and licensing of poppy straw. 
Turkey is aware of this, and we fear that the cultivation " could get our of control" 
in 8 few years if the farmers arc allowed to grow without "licensing" and "con- 
trols" similar to gum opium controls. If they grow on State farms, the straw 
cultivation could be adequately controlled. Reaching this objective, however, 
would depend on total cooperation from the growers, a foolproof system for 
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maintaining surveillance over all poppy fields during the harvest period, or a. 
combination of both. In practical terms, it is estimated that 10-15 tons of illicit 
opium might be gathered illegally in Turkey during 1975, either from unlicensed 
plots or illicit incision. This amount would tend to increase in later years as growers 
with trafficker connections devise ways to avoid detection. 

India 
Announced production for the current crop year is 1050 tons. No iUicit pro- 

duction is reported. As much as 100 tons of Indian licit opium production may- 
be diverted into illicit trade, with most of it being consumed locally. There have 
been numerous reports of smuggled Indian opium arriving in Sri Lanka, Abu 
Dhabi, and Dubai. Some illicit opium may also be brought into India from 
Southeast Asia. At the present time it is unclear whether India is a net exporter 
or importer of illicit opium. 

Burma 
350-400 tons of opium are produced in Btirma's Shan and Kachin states. A. 

substantial part of this opium is consumed locally; this varies with the export 
price that can be obtained at the time the opium is available. Local consumption 
is partly in the form of raw opium, which also makes up the greater part of the 
opium exported. About 6 tons of opium are produced in the Chin States of Burma. 
Most of this is sold to traders from India and Bangladesh. 

Equador 
An Undetermined amount of opium is grown illegally in Equador and converted 

into heroin there. Available information is insufficient to support an estimate of 
either opium or heroin production. No information is available on where either 
is consumed. 

Peru 
Opium fields have been observed in Peru, but there is no information available 

on production figures or on the destination of any opium or heroin produced 
there. 

Yugoslavia 
As a signatory to the 1974 pact, Yugoslavia is entitled to produce 100 tons of 

opium. Actual production varies between 3 and 4 tons yearlj'. There is no evidence 
of illicit production or significant diversion of legally produced opium. 

AVERAGE DAILT COST OF HEROIN FOB ADDICTS 

Description of Data: DEA maintains a heroin retail price and purity index for 
the United States and most urban areas. The data from which this estimate is 
derived is composed of a statistical sample of actual evidence purchases made 
by DEA and Task Force agents. 

Analysis: It is estimated that the average heroin addict requires a minimum of 
50 mg. of the drug daily, to support his habit. 

There has been a steady increase in the retail price of heroin paid by addicts, 
due to lessened availability through law enforcement activity. This reduction 
in supply is a consequence of increased pressure upon Near Eastern and European 
producers and middle men, as well as a disruption of domestic trafficing or- 
ganizations, particularly of the middle level of the distribution network. 

HEROIN COSTS FOR ADDICTS 

Fisol year— 
1972 1973 1974 

Dollars per milligram—HMOin  tO.86 $1.16 H.IS 
Cost per day 50 mg  «.00 M.00 57.50 

ESTIMATED ANNUAL LOSSES DUE TO ADDICT THEFTS 

Description of Data: A number of studies conducted in New York and Baltimore 
indicate that addicts receive 60% of all financial support through theft and lar- 
ceny. The balance of support is contributed by welfare, families, employment and 
other forms of activities, licit and illicit. The study conducted in New York was 
composed of 7,000 persons; in Baltimore, 1,000 persons. It is believed that this 
sample group was fairly representative of the hard-core addict population. 
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Analysis: For the purpose of an estimate, 50 mg. a day was computed as the 
average heroin requirement. Since no comparative data was drawn to the pre- 
addiction employment status of the sample groups, it cannot be assumed that all 
or most illicit activity was solely a consequence of heroin addiction. 

ANNUAL HEROIN COSTS PAID BY ADDICTS 

Fisol year— 

1972 1973 1974 

'     YMf"  $4,783,000,000   $5,610,000,000    $5,247,000,000 
•     Tlitns>    2,870,000,000     3,366,000,000      3,148,200.000 

> Amount requirtd by addicts to pay heroin costs. 
* Amount obtained by addicts through theft and larceny. 

EiSTIMATB OF U.S.  ANNUAL ADDICT POPUI-ATION  AND HEROIN  CONSUMATION 

Description of Data: The total number of narcotics users is estimated by 
utilizing arrest reports received from state and local police, as well as other 
agencies. Hardcore heroin addicts are estimated to constitute 40% of this total. 
The others are comprised of casual heroin users, methadone addicts, and users 
of svnthetic narcotics. 

The average daily dosage required to maintain an addict is estimated to be 
50 mg of heroin. 

Analysis: There has been a steady decrease in the number of heroin addicts 
and heroin abusers. 

A number of interrelated factors appear to have combined to produce this 
trend: 

A decrease in heroin availability and quality due to disruption of the Europe- 
Near Eastern trafficking networks. 

Substantial arrests of upper and middle level violators, primarily on the East 
Coast, thereby impeding "street" distribution upon which addicts depend. 

A decrease in demand for heroin, due to improved education and treatment 
facilities. 

A shift in abuse patterns toward depressant and hallucinogenic drugs. 
The availability of heroin substitutes in the form of methadone and 

barbiturates. 
NARCOTIC ABUSER ESTIMATES 

Calendar year— 

1971 1972 1973 

Heroin addicts                                       273,000 265,000 
612,000 

4,836 

250,000 
           628,000 579, OOO 

Annual heroin consumption (kgs)   .                  .... 4,963 4,562 

DBUQ-RELATED DEATHS 

Description of Data: Since October, 1972, DEA has utilized a rigorous data 
collection system, with strict definitions and controls, to collect drug death and 
injury statistics. This system is called the Drug Abuse Warning Network 
(DAWN). Prior to October, 1972, death data was collected independently from 
only those city/county medical examiners who maintained such information. 
Each examiner used his own definitions and procedures to determine the number of 
drug related deaths. For this reason, data for 1970-1972 is available only on a 
calendar year basis for selected cities, is not available by drug or as a national 
total, and cannot be directly compared to CY 73 or FY 74 statistics. 

A point should also be made concerning definition of terms. Where three is a 
distinction between a drug related death and an overdose death, this difference 
was not discemable in deaths reported before DAWN. Even under the DAWN 
system the distinction is not made in every case. Therefore, DEA reports overdose 
deaths and drug related deaths under the cagegory "drug related deaths" to insure 
comprehensive coverage. 
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Analysis: Nationwide statistics CY 73 (Chart A) indicate that narcotic/- 
depressant substances are the most dangerous with heroin, methadone, bar- 
biturates and other narcotic/depressant substances having accounted for 95% of 
the total. 

On a city basis (Chart B), it is evident that deaths in New York City dominated 
other areas of the U.S. from the years 1970-1972, while reported figures from the 
Eastern cities were in the proximity of those reported in the Midwest and West. 
In 1973, however, drug deaths in Chicago, Detroit, Los Angeles, and San Francisco 
far exceeded those reported in the East. Only New York continued to report 
higher deaths than the cities to the West and New York totals themselves were 
heavily influenced bv methadone deaths which accounted for 53% of all deaths in 
CY 73 and 69% in FY 74. 

Analysis continued: A substantial portion of all deaths in the Midwest and 
Western cities in F Y 74 were caused by heroin with Detroit, Chicago, Low Angeles, 
and San Francisco reporting heroin in 35-51% of all cases; heroin accounted for 
only 9-27% of the deaths in the three Eastern Cities (Chart C). 

Drug related death data supports in full the theory that the heroin problem 
has shifted Westward with the influx of brown heroin. 

A.—Drug rdated deaths—nationwide* CY rs 
Heroin/morphine        1, 142 
Methadone      567 
Other narcotics      62 
Barbiturates  1, 168 
Other depressants      397 
Stimulants        83 
Cannabis  3 
Hallucinogens. _ _ -     7 
Other       76 

Total.-   3,505 
•Source: DAWN— 24 selected cities. 

DRUG RELATED DEATHS BY CITY' 

1970 

Calendar year— 

1971 1972 DAWN 1973 

NewYork  893 916 
Philadelphia  114 100 
Washington, D.C  NA 85 
Detroit  NA NA 
Chicago  142 190 
San Francisco  56 55 
Los Angeles  NA NA 

942 88S 
113 (5 

71 69 
NA 205 
137 287 
65 340 

NA 1.020 

> A perfect comparison of data collected before calendar year 1973 and DAWN statistics is not possible because of 
differing reporting procedures. 

DRUG RELATED DEATHS BY CITY AND DRUG > FISCAL YEAR 1974 (1ST 9 MO) 

Heroin       Methadone     Depressants Other Toul 

NewYork  
Philadelphia  
Washington, 0.0. 
Detroit  
Chicago  
San Francisco... 
Los Angeles  

242 624 26 7 899 
6 42 9 61 
7 43 19 74 

94 17 65 10 186 
101 128 13 247 
90 144 22 259 

372 451 39 863 

'•Source: DAWN—-saturated data. 

Mr. ROGERS. Thank you, Mr. Bartels. 
Mr. Ernst, maybe you should give your statement now, and then 

we will question as a panel. 
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STATEMENT OF DAVID H. ERNST 

Mr. ERNST. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the oppor- 
tunity to appear before this committee on behalf of Ambassador 
Sheldon B. Vance who is out of the country. Ambassador Vance is 
now in Jamaica and he is later going on to Mexico and other Latin 
American countries which are of high concern to us in the fight against 
the drug problem. 

However hard we fight the problem of drug abuse at home, we 
cannot solve it unless we succeed in winning and maintaining com- 
prehensive and effective cooperation abroad. Some of the key drugs 
of abuse originate in foreign countries. There is a legitimate need for 
opium as a source for codeine and other medicinal compounds, but illicit 
opium—from which heroin can be processed—has been produced in 
such countries as Turkey, Afghanistan, Pakistan, Burma, Thailand, 
Laos, and neighboring Mexico. 

Of course, marihuana is also grown in the United States and we 
have had our problems with U.S.-manufactured amphetamines, bar- 
biturates, and other mind-bending drugs. The U.S. sources we are 
attempting to deal with through a domestic crackdown, but for the 
foreign substances we must look to other governments for cooperation. 

Tms we have been doing in an important way since mid-1971 when 
narcotics control—with emphasis on heroin and cocaine—became one 
of our principal foreign policy objectives. At that time the Depart- 
ment of State was assigned the primary responsibiUty for developing 
an intensified international narcotics control effort and for managing 
the expenditures under the program. While we in the Department of 
State receive the appropriation and provide leadership, the inter- 
national narcotics control program is a combined effort of several 
U.S. Government agencies coordinated by the Cabinet Committee 
on International Narcotics Control. 

The Cabinet Committee was established in August 1971 under the 
chairmanship of the Secretaiy of State and also includes the Attorney 
General, the Secretaries of Defense, Treasury, and Agriculture, the 
U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations as well as the Director of 
the Central Intelligence Agency. Ambassador Sheldon Vance, the 
senior adviser to the Secretary on narcotics matters, serves as Execu- 
tive Director of the Committee. 

There is an interagency Working Group which assists the Cabinet 
Committee. This is composed of officials at the assistant secretary 
level in each agency who deal directly with narcotics matters. Am- 
bassador Vance chairs the Working Group. 

The Cabinet Committee and Working Group are serviced by an 
interagency senior working level coordinating subcommittee which 
monitors all narcotics control prop-ams and policies. In addition, 
special projects and studies are initiated and appraised by functional 
subcommittees which report to the coordinating subcommittee in 
such areas as law enforcement, training, legal matters, intelligence, 
research and development, and prevention. 

The Cabinet Committee has met on five occasions to establish 
priorities and guidelines and to initiate and/or approve major nar- 
cotics control projects on both the bilateral and multilateral fronts. 
The most recent meeting of the Cabinet Committee was held on 
November 27, 1973, when it met jointly with the President and the 
Domestic Council Cabinet Committees on Drug Abuse. 
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While the international narcotics control program receives policy 
guidance and program direction from the Cabinet Committee mecha- 
nism which I have described, through both formal meetings and regular 
coordination among members, the ongoing projects are staffed out 
by personnel who serve on regional interagencj- narcotics control 
committees chaired by Department of State oflBcers. Regional com- 
mittee meetings—regional in the sense of geographical—have been 
held frequently since the inception of the Cabinet Committee structure; 
they are called primarily to distribute and discuss draft position papers 
and cables. In most instances, agency comments and clearances are 
obtained and coordinated outside of the formal meeting setting by 
either the regional bureau coordinator or a designated action officer. 
For all such meetings and clearances, there is participation by a mem- 
ber of Ambassador Vance's staff, which is currently at the level of 
14 persons. 

To complement the mobilizing of resources in Washington, narcotics 
control officers have been designated at virtually all foreign posts. 
They operate within the framework of the Ambassador's country 
team, a top-level group at each post which utilizes the exoertise of all 
appropriate agencies represented at the mission. 

Thus, whether in Washington or abroad, under the leadership of 
the Department of State, there is a constant process of coordination 
among Federal agencies. AID is the executing agency for our narcotics 
control assistance fujids. The new Drug Enforcement Administration 
in Justice is principally responsible for cooperating with foreign 
enforcement agencies; (JIA for strategic intelligence on the narcotics 
traffic; the Department of Agriculture for research on replacement 
crops; the U.S. Customs Service in Treasury for border control and 
technical assistance to foreign customs agencies. 

The Treasury Department, in addition to its customs function, has 
a financial policy interest. The Department of Defense is involved 
where military assets are useful in assistance programs or where U.S. 
Armed Forces overseas are attached. The Special Action Office and 
HEW are involved where assistance is provided for overseas pro-ams 
of education, prevention, and treatment. The U.S. Representative to 
the United Nations plays an important role because oi the drug con- 
trol efforts of the U.N. and its specialized agencies. USIA provides 
the expertise for our informational program abroad. 

With the growing recognition that drug abuse is not just a U.S. 
problem but one that was present in many countries throughout the 
world, an increasing number of countries have worked with us both 
on a bilateral basis and through various regional and international 
programs to eliminate illicit supplies and to suppress illicit trafficking. 

To encourage such cooperation and to assist foreign governments 
and international organizations to augment their antidrug capabili- 
ties, we have provided an average of $22 million in grant assistance 
over the past 3 years. Our request for international control funds for 
the current fiscal year is $42.5 million. Most of the expenditures are 
allocated for narcotics control action programs we have with countries 
which have a significant current or potential involvement with illicit 
drugs. The bilateral programs, which are under continuous review, 
emphasize cooperative law enforcement and exchange of intelligence. 
The major categories of grant assistance are training programs and 
equipment for foreign enforcement personnel and financial assistance 
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for crop substitution and related agricultural projects. I have some 
tabular data for the committee showing the uses of the funds, which I 
have submitted for the record. 

Our training program, which is planned and coordinated by the 
CCINC Training Subcommittee, includes inputs from DEA, the U.S. 
Customs Service and AID. Since 1969, DEA and its predecessor 
«^ency have held courses and seminars here and oven^eas for more 
than 4,300 police officers from 40 countries. Within the past year the 
Customs Service has trained in the United States and abroad more 
than 1,300 foreign customs officers and executives representing 29 
countries. Since mid-1970 the International Police Academy has 
provided narcotics instruction for 152 ranking supervisory and manage- 
ment personnel from 30 countries. This significant program has paid 
off in improved enforcement techniques abroad as reflected by the 
growth in arrests and seizures. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like to comment briefly on several of our 
key country programs. 

MEXICO 

Mexico is the No. 1 priority country in our international narcotics 
control efforts. As Dr. DuPont has stated, the Mexican opium crop 
and heroin labs are the current source of a very large percent of the 
heroin in our streets—the so-called Mexican brown neroin, which 
has not onlv moved into our large cities but is also spreading to some 
of the smaller communities throughout our country, as also stated by 
Dr. DuPont. Moreover, a very large portion of marihuana entering 
the United States is produced m Mexico. 

In our cooperative program with the Mexican Government we are 
helping them by providing aircraft, mainly helicopters, to assist in 
the eradication of opium poppy cultivation in the western mountains, 
a remote area where it is very difficult for government control forces 
to operate, and we are furnishing some other equipment to aid in the 
general interdiction effort. The Mexican Federal Government is 
intensifying its campaign to eradicate illegal crops of opium poppy 
and marihuana. 

As Mr. Bartels described. United States-Mexican cooperative 
measures are paying off with some recent significant seizures but much 
remains to be done before the present trend of illicit trafficking can be 
reversed. For fiscal year 1975, Mr. Chairman, a minimum of $5 
million of our international narcotics control funds are being allocated 
for the Mexican program. 

COLOMBIA 

A country with extensive coastlines and numerous landing areas, 
Colombia is the major transit point for illegal shipments of cocaine 
entering the U.S. market. The Colombian Government has launched 
a great effort to eliminate the criminal element, to combat drug 
trafficking, and to crack down on the laboratories processing coca base 
smuggled in from Peru, Bolivia, Ecuador, and Chile. The United 
States is moving forward with an assistance program tailored to help 
the new Colombian Government thrust. We are furnishing such 
enforcement it«ms as jeeps, motorcycles, radios, and laboratory 
equipment. We are also providing antinarcotics technical training for 
the judicial police, the national police and customs. 
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JAMAICA 

This Caribbean island has emerged as a major supplier of marihuana 
to the United States, surpassed only by Mexico. Moreover, there is 
evidence that Jamaica is a transit point for the smuggling of cocaine 
and heroin to our country from South America. Within the past year, 
the Jamaican Government has undertaken major steps to curb illicit 
drug activities. In response to urgent requests for assistance from the 
Jamaican Government, a U.S.-assisted task force )»as been initiated 
to intercept boats and aircraft engaged in narcotics smuggling, to 
disrupt trafficking rings, and to suppress marihuana cultivation. Our 
support consists of loaning of helicopters and transfers of communica- 
tions equipment and investigative/enforcement aids. 

TURKEY 

In 1971, with the realization that a substantial amount of opium 
produced in Turkey was being diverted to illicit narcotics trafficking, 
the Turkish Government concluded that a total ban on poppy growing 
would be the most effective way to stop the leakage. As the world's 
major victim country of heroin from Turkish-origin opium, the 
United States pledged $35.7 million to compensate Turkey for its 
expected loss of legitimate export earnings and to help Turkish 
development agencies start projects which would offer new sources of 
income for the former poppy growers. The ban was fully implemented 
in the fall of 1972. 

However, the Turkish Government which assumed office in January 
1974 reconsidered the ban and, in spite of continuous high-level 
diplomatic representations made by U.S. officials and those of other 
governments concerned, rescinded it on July 1. The U.S. Government 
compensation payments to the Turkish Government had already 
stopped at the first indication that the ban might be revoked. Of the 
$35.7 million only $15 million was actually transferred. 

In high-level dialog between our two Governments we have made 
rlear our deep concern at the possibility of a renewed massive flow of 
heroin from Turkish opium to the United States. We stressed the 
vital need for effective controls. A special United Nations team also 
held discussions on this subject in Turkey on the invitation of the 
Turkish Government, which had stated publicly that it would not 
allow its poppy cultivation resumption to injure other peoples. 

In mid-September the Turkish Government issued a statement 
that it would adopt a method of harvesting the poppies called the 
poppy straw process. As Mr. Bartels indicated, this involves the 
collection by the Turkish Government of the whole poppy pod 
rather than opium gum. Traditionally, the opium gum was taken 
by the farmers through lancing the pod in the field and it was a portion 
of this gum that was illegally bought by the traffickers. 

We would, of course, have vastly preferred that the ban were not 
lifted. However, if the Turkish Government implements effective 
policing to make sure that the opium gum is not extracted by the 
farmers, the great reflow of heroin that we fear can be avoided. 
Information from Ankara is that new and substantial enforcement 
measures are being developed. This will be followed very closely, 
Mr. Chairman. 
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FRANCE 

Prior to the Turkish opium ban, France was the major traditional 
conduit for the U.S. market of heroin made from Turkish-origin 
opium and morphine base. The emergence of a domestic drug abuse 
problem in FYance in 1970 created public concern and, coupled with 
our urging, contributed to a great increase in French cooperation 
with the United States in the drive against illicit heroin production 
and international trafficking in drugs. The French enforcement 
officials shut down five heroin labs in the Marseilles area in 1972 and 
another one in 1973. 

While there has been some movement in recent months in morphine 
base and heroin from supplies held in storage, the combination of 
the Turkish opium ban and enforcement activities in Western Europe 
have reduced the so-called Turkish-French connection to a trickle. 
However, close continued cooperation with the French and other 
Western Eiu-opean authorities is essential to head off any resumption 
of trafficking in heroin whether based on Turkish opium or possible 
connections with other sources in the Near East or in Southeast 
Asia. 

SOUTHEAST ASIA 

The Golden Triangle area, where Burma, Laos, and Thailand 
come together, is the largest source of illicit opium in the world with 
an estimated annual production of 600 to 700 tons. Most of this 
production is consumed by opium smokers in Southeast Asia. Since 
1970, when heroin processed from opium in Golden Triangle refineries 
began to become widely available to U.S. troops in Vietnam, we 
have been concerned that heroin from this source would increasingly 
reach the United States, especially as the ban on opium production 
in Turkey, together with the tightened enforcement, largely dried 
up the traditional Middle Eastern/European route to the United 
States. 

For the past 3 years, therefore, we have made Southeast Asia a 
major object of our international control efforts. We have centered a 
significant share of our suppression efforts and resources in our 
cooperative programs in Thailand, Laos, Vietnam, the Philippines, 
and Hong Kong. The biggest concentration has been in Thailand 
which serves as the major transit area for Burmese-ori^n opiim\. A 
recent series of agreements for U.S. assistance to Thailand include 
helicopters, communications equipment, vehicles, and training pro- 
grams. Important steps were also taken on the income substitution 
side, including the approval of an aerial survey of northern Thailand 
where opium is grown by the hill tribes. In Burma the Government 
will utilize helicopters supplied under our program in its stepped-up 
antinarcotics efforts. For fiscal year 1975 Thailand and Burma to- 
gether will account for about $11 million of our international narcotics 
control funds. 

While our joint suppression efforts are making some headway in 
Southeast Asia, we should not view the situation there through rose- 
colored glasses. Antinarcotics efforts in Southeast Asia run up against 
several unique problems. Burma and Thailand are threatened by 
insurgent groups which control or harass large areas of the opium- 
growing regions. The governments have limited resources and few 
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trained personnel available for narcotics control. In addition, the lack 
of internal security hampers police action and intelligence operations 
against traffickers. The Government of Burma, for example, does not 
have full administrative control over a significant portion of the 
area where most Asian poppies are grown. 

The topography of the Golden Triangle area is mountainous, wild, 
and uncontrollable. When one smuggling route is uncovered and 
Slugged by police and customs teams, the traffickers can easily 

etour to alternate routes and modes of transportation. We need only 
look at the difficulties that our own well-trained and equipped law 
enforcement agencies have in blocking narcotics traffic across our 
clearly defined, peacefid border with Mexico to gain a better apprecia- 
tion of the difficulties in Southeast Asia. 

Moreover, use of opium has been tolerated in the area and opium 
has been regarded as a legitimate commodity of commerce for centuries 
under both colonial and indigenous governments. For the hill tribes, 
opium is still the principal source of medicinal relief for endemic 
diseases and is also the most lucrative crop to sell or barter for basic 
necessities. 

And so the situation in Southeast Asia is complex and long term. 
Concurrently with our bilateral action programs, we have given 

full support to the multilateral or international efforts in the fight 
against illicit narcotics production and trafficking. The United States 
was a leading proponent of the establishment of the United Nations 
Fund for Drug Abuse Control. To date we have contributed $10 
million of the $13.5 million made available to the Fund by all countries. 
In Thailand the Fund is assisting in a comprehensive program de- 
signed to develop alternate economic opportunities for those who 

frow opium; the Fund has a similar project in Lebanon for the 
evelopment of alternatives to cannabis production. 
Within the past year the Fund has financed a World Health 

Organization worldwide study of drug dependence which we hope 
will contribute toward clarifying the nature of the problem we seek 
to solve. It is also financing treatment and rehabilitation activities 
for drug addicts in Thailand, fellowships and consultancies in rehabil- 
itation in various countries, an evaluation to the treatment program 
for heroin addicts in Hong Kong and seminars on community rehabil- 
itation programs in Europe. 

The U.S. Government has also taken the lead in formulating two 
major pieces of international narcotics legislation. The first relates to 
the 1961 Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs. I am happy to report 
that the Umted States sponsored amending protocol to that con- 
vention, which would considerably strengthen controls over illicit 
production and trafficking, has been ratified by 32 of the 40 countries 
necessary for coming into force. The United States was the first 
country to ratify the Protocol on November 1, 1972. 

The second major area of international legislation pertains to the 
Convention on Psychotropic Substances which would provide interna- 
tional control over LSD and other hallucinogens, the amphetamines, 
barbiturates,  and  tranquilizers. The administration submitted  the 
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Convention to the Senate in mid-1971 with a request for its ratifi- 
cation. We are anxiously awaiting congressional approval of the 
proposed enabling domestic legislation that would pave the way for 
ratification of this essential international treaty. U.S. approval of the 
Psychotropic Convention would strengthen our hand m obtaining 
cooperation from other governments in controlling the classic narcotic 
substances. 

The approach to a successful antidrug program cannot, of course, 
relate to supply alone. Nor is an attack on the demand side alone the 
answer. Only through a combined effort can the job be done. Thus, 
the basic objective of our international program has been to reduce 
availabilities of illicit supplies so that addicts will be driven into 
treatment and others will be deterred from experimentation. 

I think we can point with some pride to our role over the past 3 
years toward a tightening of international controls. Worldwide 
seizures and arrests have been significant as other countries have joined 
in the battle, and there has been a move in the direction of more 
effective controls through treaty obligations. 

There are other signs that foreign countries are pitching in. While 
we are, of course, the major contributor, 37 other countries have 
budgeted a total of $3.5 million to the United Nations Fund. The 
largest contributors are Canada ($1,000,000), West Germany 
($500,000), Japan ($400,000), the United Kingdom ($360,000), 
France ($300,000), Sweden ($157,000), Australia ($128,000), the 
Netherlands ($116,000), Italy ($103,000) and Norway ($94,000). 

There is widespread support for INTERPOL which has been 
assigned the collection and exchange of narcotics intelligence informa- 
tion as one of its fundamental duties. At the organization's head- 
quarters in St. Cloud, France, there are more than 50 seconded police 
officers from 8 countries who spend a good portion of their time on 
narcotics matters. 

While no other country has assigned narcotics agents abroad on the 
same scale as the United States, there is some action in this area on 
the past of other countries. France has assigned narcotics agents in 
the United States. West Germany has an enforcement officer in 
Afghanistan. Hong Kong has ^aced a narcotics representative at the 
British Embassy in Bangkok, Thailand. 

By no means can we rest. The progress we have made in conjunction 
with other governments has put the heat on traffickers throughout the 
world. However, it should be apparent to us all that abundant supplies 
of narcotics—both in storage and under cultivation—quickly respond 
to illicit high profits. 

Things are not looking brighter in this field. Rather than let up, 
we must strengthen the international control mechanism to reduce 
illicit trafficking. The member agencies of the Cabinet Committee on 
International Narcotics Control will continue to work toward this 
end so that the present scourge of drug abuse can be abated and future 
waves can be prevented. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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[Attachments to Mr. Ernst's statement follow:] 

FUNDING TABLES 

TABLE I.—INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS CONTROL PROGRAM. DETAILED FISCAL SUMMARY 

III) thousands of U.S. dollarsj 

Actual, fisul 
year 1974 

Estimated. 
fiscal year 

1975 

$347 $200 
0 2 

57 45 
194 243 
0 40 
70 28 

257 537 
292 326 
323 500 

5,000 5,000 
26 18 
21 10 
248 93 
24 11 
52 43 

6,911 7.096 

0 50 
893 750 

893 800 

I. Country programs: 
Latin America: 

Argentina  
Barbados  
Bolivia  
Brazil  
Central America  
Chile  
Colombia  
Ecuador    
Jamaica  
Mexico  
Panama  
Paraguay  
Peru  
Uruguay  
Venezuela  

Total  

Near East and South Asia: 
Afghanistan  
Paliistan  

ToUl  

East Asia: 
Burma  
Regional initiative  
Cambodia  
Indonesia  
Laos  
Philippines  
Singapore  
Thailand  
Vietnam  

Total  

Total, country program  

II. International organizations: 
Interpol  
U.N. Special Fund  
Cento  
Colombo plan  

Total, international organizations. 

III. Interregional program: 
Training  
Support costs  

Total, Interregional program  

IV. Currently unprogramed funds  

Program total  

4,800 
18 
0 

80 
1.614 

352 
0 

6,186 
96 

13,146 

20,950 

0 
2,000 

0 
0 

4,800 
0 
0 

100 
1,152 

250 
50 

6.864 
0 

13,216 

21,112 

13S 
5.000 

20 
100 

2,000 5,255 

3,732 
456 

6.500 
40O 

4,188 6.900 

0 9,233 

27,138 42,500 
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TABLE ll.-FUNDING BY ACTIVITY, FISCAL YEAR 1974 AND 1975 (ESTIMATE) 

Country 

MAJOR PROGRAMS 
Butma: 

Fiscal year 1974  
Fiscal year 1975  

Mexico: 
Fscal year 1974 , 
Fiscal year 1975  

Thailand: 
Fiscal year 1974  
Fiscal year 1975 , 

Laos: 
Fiscal year 1974  
Fiscal year 1975 , 

Total: 
Rscal year 1974  
Rscal year 1975  

Total  

SECONDARY PROGRAMS 
Pakistan: 

Fiscal year 1974  
Fiscal year 1975 „  

Colombia: 
- riscal year 1974  

Rscal year 1975  
Ecuador: 

Fiscal year 1974  
Fiscal year 1975  

Philippines: 
fiscal year 1974  
Rscal year 1975  

Peru: 
Rscal year 1974  
Rscal year 1975  

Brazil: 
Fiscal year 1974  
Rscal year 1975  

Total: 
Fiscal year 1974  
Fiscal year 1975  

Total, by 
function Enforce      Atriculture 

Health and 
education 

K«00 M,SOO  
4,800 4,800  

5,000 4,924  176 
5,000 5,000  

6,186 4,926 $1,260  
6,864 3,029 3,835  

1,614 1,005       245        318 
1,152 642       268        288 

17,600 15,655 
13,471 

1,505 
4,103 

394 
17,816 288 

35,416 29,126 5,608 682 

m 893 ... 
750 ... 

257 ... 
525... 

292... 
326 ... 

7H 

2S7 
S37 12 

2K 
326 

352 352... 
250 .... 

248... 
93 ... 

194... 
243 ... 

250 

248 
93 

194 
243 

2,236 2,236 .. 
2,199 2.187 ... 12 

Total                4,435               4,423                      0 12 

TABLE III.- -FUNDING BY COST CATEGORY, FISCAL YEAR 1974 AND 1975 

Country 
Total, by 
function       Equipment        Personnel          Training Other' 

MAJOR PROGRAMS 
Burma: 

Fiscal year 1974 :  
Rscal year 1975  

Mexico: 
Fiscal year 1974  
Rscal year 1975  

Thailand: 
Fiscal year 1974  
Fiscal year 1975  

Laos: 
Fiscal year 1974  
Fiscal year 1975  

Total: 
Fiscal year 1974  
Fiscal year 1975  

Total  

See footnote at end of taMo p. 00. 

M.800 14,800  
4,800 4,800  

5,000 
5,000 

6,186 
6,864 

4,924 
5,000 

$76 .... 

5,303 
4,804 

575 
935 

J308 .... 
175  WO 

1,614 
1,152 

275 
193 

661 
470 

101 
15 

577 
474 

17,600 
17,816 

15,302 
14,797 

1,312 
1,405 

409 
190 

35,416 30,099 2,717 599 

577 
1,424 

2.001 

41-91} O • 1* • 



at3 893  
750 750  

ZS7 
537 

209 
354 

35  
76  r 13 

100 

292 
326 

203 
181 

72  
125  

17 
20 

352 
250 

316 
150 

30 
70 

6  
30  

248 
93 

217 
75  

19  12 
18 

194 194  
243 243  

30 
TABLE Ill.-FUNDING BY COST CATEGORY FISCAL YEAR 1974 AND 1975-Continued 

Total, by 
Country (unction       Equipment        Personnel Training Other • 

SECONDARY PROGRAMS 

Pakistan: 
Fiscal year 1974  
Fiscal year 1975  

Colombia: 
Fiscal year 1974  
Fiscal year 1975  

Ecuador: 
Fiscal year 1974  
Fiscal year 1975  

Philippines: 
Fiscal year 1974  
Fiscal year 1975  

Peru: 
Fiscal year 1974  
Fiscal year 1975  

Brazil: 
Fiscal year 1974  
Fijcal year 1975  

TMal: 
Fiscal year 1974  2,236 2,032 156 6 42 
Fiscal year 1975  2,199 1,753 271 37 138 

Total  4,435 3.785 427 43 180 

1 Includes limited budgetary support for enforcement agencies and costs of locally procured supplies, materials, and 
services. 

Mr. ROGERS. Thank 50U, Mr. Ernst. 
I think the committee first of all would like to get it clear on the 

record just exactly what our situation is as to an increased population 
of addiction or not, and I take it from the testimony that there is a 
definite trend or change. Could we get any more specific as to whether 
we have more or less addicts this year than we did last year? 

Dr. DuPoNT. Mr. Chairman, we had a trend that was stronglj- 
downward from 1972 through 1973, and many of us predicted that it 
would continue. The only thing we can say now unequivocally is that 
we no longer have a general downward trend. That is the strongest 
statement we can definitely make. 

Whether the current heroin trend is up is a more complex problem; 
we do know that it is up in many cities. Whether the sum nationally 
is up is unresolved. The two factors to which we attribute the increases 
in heroin addiction are (1) the substantial increase in Mexican heroin 
in the United States and (2) the si)read of heroin use from larger 
cities to some smaller cities. 

I mentioned that we sent out a team to look at 10 American cities— 
medium-sized cities—with respect to heroin spread. We identified an 
increase in Eugene, Oreg., and Jackson, Miss. In addition, we found 
localized epidemic increases in Des Moines, Iowa, and Austin, Tex. 
We found the herion problem was decreasing or staying level as of a 
couple of months ago in Pensacola, Fla.; Boulder, Colo.; Racine, 
Wis.; Greensboro, N.C.; Omaha, Nebr.; and Macon, Ga. So we 
are talking about a complex pattern. The main thing to say though is 
that we are not talking about a general downturn any more. 

Mr. ROGERS. Where have we seen dramatic increases in the use of 
use of heroin in the United States? 

Dr. DuPoNT. The most striking have been those areas supplied by 
Mexican heroin—California, Arizona, and Chicago, 111., have been 
the most striking. The cities where we found the strongest evidence 
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of a dowTitum over the last 2 years were Washington, D.C., and New 
York City. In New York, for example, the number of active addicts 
appeared to fall during the last several jears from levels of around 
200,000 down to a level of about 60,000. That was a very dramatic 
decline. In the District of Columbia the number of active addicts 
fell from 18,000 in 1969 to about 2,000 in 1973. Those were cities in 
which we had the best evidence. In both cities the downward trend 
has been arrested and there are signs now of an upward trend, although 
from a far lower level than we had 2 years ago in those cities. 

Mr. ROGERS. I notice, Mr. Bartels, that your withdrawal or removal 
from the domestic market has been dropping, is that true, from 1972 
and 1973, even though your force has increased? 

Mr. BARTELS. Yes, it has. 
Mr. ROGERS. Whj- is that? 
Mr. BARTELS. Well, what we have done is to put emphasis on the 

international aspects. The seizures that were made domestically in the 
periods from the mid-1960's up through 1971 were made as a result 
of rather substantial seizures in this country of Turkish heroin, white 
heroin, which was traditionally shipped in large amounts—100 kilos, 
80 kilos, 40 kilos. 

When jou take a look at the problems attendant in organizing the 
transshipment of the morphine base from Turkey to Marseilles, its 
refinement there into heroin and subsequent transshipment and dis- 
tribution into the United States, you see that it has to be highly orga- 
nized for acquiring shipments in substantial sums. As a result of the 
Turkish ban, we have not only seized heroin in such quantities in the 
United States but working with the French we have seen that the 
French connection, those distributors and refiners and financers 
around the Marseilles area, have not been able to get the morphine 
base. 

The traffic has shifted over this 2-year period to a simpler dis- 
tribution system, a broader system, frequently less organized and 
made up of individual entrepreneurs who can simply go down to 
Mexico on their own, raise $20,000 or $5,000 or $10,000 and make a 
greater number of smaller smuggling efforts across a border which is 
2,000 miles long and is far less difficult. So it has been a change in the 
distribution sjstem, Mr. Chairman, that has resulted in that. 

Mr. ROGERS. Well, I notice in the tables the DEA Federal drug 
removals from the domestic market beginning in 1972, 1973, and up 
through September of this year; for heroin in 1972 you removed 995 
pounds; in 1973 about one-third of that, 309; and through September 
of this vear onlv 73. 

Cocame—443, 239, 995. 
Hallucinogens—157 million down to 17 million, down to 445,000. 
Marihuana—from 47,000 pounds down to 25,000 pounds and now 

down to 21,000 poimds. 
I thought we were having more marihuana coming into the country. 

Are we? 
Mr. BARTELS. Yes, we are having more coming into the country 

and we are also seizing more both overseas and I believe in the 
countr}'. 

Mr. ROGERS. Well, maybe I misread the figures but they would not 
seem to indicate that. 



Mr. BARTELS. Are you reading from 1973, Mr. Chairman? 
Mr. ROGERS. Well, in 1973 I see 25,000 pounds of marihuana. 
Mr. BARTELS. And in 1974 it went up to 103,000. 
Mr. ROGERS. NOW my figure shows 21,650 through September. I 

guess this is fiscal year 1974. 
Mr. BARTELS. My figure is the DEA cooperative removals mth 

foreign countries. We may be reading from two different figures. 
Mr. ROGERS. This is from the domestic market. 
Mr. BARTELS. What I have is statistical tables, DEA domestic 

removal. Is that the same? 
Mr. ROGERS. Yes. 
Mr. BARTELS. Which is 12,000 in 1971; 47,000 in 1972; 25,000 in 

1973. 
Mr. ROGERS. Yes. 
Mr. BARTELS. And then 103,000 in 1974. 
Mr. ROGERS. We have 21,650 for fiscal year 1974—I guess through 

September. 
You have had an increase in seizure of marihuana? 
Mr. BARTELS. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ROGERS. What is the estimate of marihuana coming in? Is 

there any estimate at all now? 
Mr. BARTELS. NO. I cannot give you an accurate estimate but I 

can refer to a number of acute cases involving seizures which were 
not made before and it involves the reversal of the distribution trend 
that I spoke about for heroin and that is an increased organization. 
As Mr. Ernst mentioned, we have been working very closely over the 
last 5 months with the Government of Jamaica and during that period 
with our assistance they have destroyed 270,000 pounds of marihuana 
and over 5,000 pounds of seed as well as leading to several cases 
involving seizures of more than 20 tons once it comes into this country 
so that we have seen an increase in organized marihuana traffic using 
niri)lanes both for Me.xico and Jamaica which did not exist 2 years ago. 

Mr. ROGERS. Where is the major exporter now? Who is the major 
exporter into the United States? 

Mr. BARTELS. Mexico is still the major exporter with Jamaica a 
close second. 

Mr. ROGERS. What would you think is the percentage of marihuana 
that is used in the United States that is home grown? Is any grown 
here? What percentage would you think? 

Mr. BARTELS. There is some grown here, it is relatively small. 
Occasionally we will find it grown here but on a much smaller scale, 
probably less than 2 percent. 

Mr. ROGERS. So you don't feel that is a significant problem? 
Mr. BARTELS. NO, sir, it does not make sense either for a whole 

number of reasons. It is not as good quality, people say, and also you 
increase the risk of being caught if you have a field of marihuana; it 
is very difficult to avoid detection. 

Mr. ROGERS. What are the latest scientific soundings on mari- 
huana. Dr. DuPont,  that have been   brought   to your  attention? 

Dr. DUPONT. Well, Mr. Chairman, as you know, 5 years ago the 
Federal Government got verj- actively interested in the marihuana 
issue and a number of authoritative reports have been issued in- 
cluding the annual reports from the Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare to the Congress and the Shafer Commission Reports. 
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These reports were released in the context of exaggerated claims 
about the health hazards of marihuana. They put the issue in a more 
honest and accurate perspective. Thus, we nave had during the last 
4 j-ears the scientific community and Government agencies alike 
cautioning against hysterical statements about marihuana. 

One of the most positive things that came from that was the tend- 
ency to move away from the use of criminal penalties and particularly 
jail sentences for the possession of marihuana, toward making mari- 
huana possession a misdemeanor and generally getting away from 
putting people in prison for the possession of marihuana. We still 
have not achieved the goal of decriminalizing marihuana 
possession. Now having said that as a background, many people 
concluded that marihuana was truly safe and thought that the Federal 
Government and the scientific community were—if not actively, at 
least passively—encouraging the consumption of marihuana. 

In the last year, as additional research evidence has accumulated, 
we are seeing a swing of the pendulum back as a series of studies 
emphasize the dangers of marihuana smoking. But we are not going 
back to the hysterical statements of previous years. No one is saying 
today that marihuana use leads to heroin addiction in all cases, or 
that drug-crazed marihuana addicts are running around the streets. 
In the last year, we have had a series of studies which has raised new 
questions; let me outline them very briefly for you and the committee. 

One of the major concerns has been the report in two studies of 
reduced male sex hormone levels in people who have smoked mari- 
huana. This raised broadly based questions about the consequences 
of marihuana smoking, particularly by pregnant women who may be 
bearing a male fetus, and by young people who are reaching puberty. 

Another major source of concern is the impact of marihuana on the 
immune mechanism both in terms of disease resistance and the 
possibility that it is related to tumor growth or the suppression of 
that growth. These findings are pre-clinical findings that is, they 
come from testings in laboratories. We don't have any evidence in 
human populations of negative consequences on the immune mecha- 
nism, but we are concerned about it because of the number of studies 
that we have seen in that area which suggest this is a problem. 

We are also concerned about the effects of marihuana intoxication 
on driving ability and the problems of memory and concentration 
while intoxicated. I am not talking about long-term effects after the 
person has stopped, but immediately after he has consumed the 
drug. 

We are also more concerned than we were some time ago about the 
escalating pattern of drug use within a minority of the population. 
It does not appear that eveiyone can stabilize on experimental or 
occasional use, but in a minority of cases there is an escalation of the 
use of marihuana that is of concern. Within the last year some new 
studies—and again the evidence is conflicting which suggest that 
long term or heavy use may cause chromosome damage. 

The sum total of this is to reemphasize the need for caution about 
this drug and to get across to the public that marihuana is not a safe 
drug. In particular in that regard I think one finding is very important. 
For a long time many people thought that if young people, or others, 
smoked marihuana they would not consume other drugs; that is, that 
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if we encourage the use of a relatively harmless drug we would dis- 
courage the use of relatively more harmful drugs, including in many 
people's minds alcohol. 

The evidence that we have now is to the contrary and it is this: 
The increasing consumption of any drug, licit or illicit, is associated 
with an increased likelihood of use of all other drugs, licit and illicit. 
So by being permissive or encouraging with respect to the consumption 
of marihuana, we do not guarantee a reduction in the use of other drugs 
but actually increase the likelihood of greater use of all drugs. 

The increased consumption of alcohol we have seen among young 
people in the last few years is directly connected with the consumption, 
of many other drugs. We have not, in other words, reduced the con- 
sumption of alcohol by increasing the amount of marihuana con- 
sumption or vice versa. 

Mr. RooERs. Let me just ask one or two other questions and then 
my time is up. 

How much of the marihuana would you think is brought into the 
country and is used in terms of tonnage? 

Dr. DuPoNT. I don't know. I was in San Diego and saw two huge 
trailer trucks filled with marihuana that had been intercepted coming 
across the border. I think it is no longer measured in pounds but in 
tons. 

Mr. ROGERS. Do you have any estimate, Mr. Bartels? 
Mr. BARTELS. I can give you some very rough estimates but I 

don't have them here and I am not happy with them. The thing that 
we are seeing, as Dr. DuPont says, I can give you an idea of the size 
of the problem. Ten years ago from a prosecutorial point of view a 
seizure of 500 pounds was a substantial seizure; today those are not 
prosecuted in Federal courts because they are too small. That gives 
you an idea of the type of picture. 

Mr. ROGERS. Who makes the judgment not to prosecute? 
Mr. BARTELS. Well, I think it is the U.S. attorney. It will be prose- 

cuted in a State and local court, the man does not walk free. In other 
words, if every U.S. attorney prosecuted every 500 pound case that he 
had, his calendar would be clogged with those sorts of cases. In other 
words, there are enough 1 ton and above marihuana cases that that 
decision can be defended. I think that just gives an indication of the 
size of the problem. 

Mr. ROGERS. DO you make any judgments as to whether the law 
is not proper or should be changed? 

Mr. BARTELS. Which law, Mr. Chairman; the Federal law or the 
various State laws? 

Mr. ROGERS. The laws that apply in this situation. It is not very 
encouraging that they simply will not prosecute because there are 
so many. 

Mr. BARTELS. The Federal law is essentially proper. The problem is 
that you are getting a great number of people and a great increase in 
absolute availability of marihuana with a great number of people 
dealing in it and the substantial sums can be made from it. We had an 
incident which I can relate to you as not totally typical but I think 
fairly indicative of the attitude of dealers and that is we had an under- 
cover situation in the Northeast recently where a dealer came to one 
of our agents and offered to trade a quantity of heroin for so many 
pounds of marihuana at the same profit margin. 
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He said, "If I get caught with the heroin, I will go to jail; if I get 
caught with marihuana, I will not go to jail at all and I can make as 
much money on it." So that mentality exists. 

Now when I say the U.S. attorney will generally not prosecute, 
that does not mean the offender will not be prosecuted; it will be 
referred to a local or a State court. 

Mr. ROGERS. I think it would be well if you could give us some 
statistics for the record. I realize ycu would not have them now. 

Mr. BARTELS. I may add that in the statistics we supplied we 
apparently mislabeled that 1974 figure which should apply to the 
first quarter only, I am informed, not to the entire year. 

Mr. ROGERS. I think if you will make that clear for the record it 
would be helpful. 

Mr. BARTELS. I certainly will. 
[The following information was received for the record:] 

DOMESTIC REMOVAL STATISTICS 

DOMESTIC REMOVALS 

Deteription of Data: 

DEA Federal and DEA Task Force Removals (Chart A & B) 

DEA domestic removal statistics represent a total of all drug purchases and 
seizures made by DEA or cooperating enforcement agencies as part of ongoing 
DEA Federal investigations. The source documents for these statistics are the 
chemist analysis reports which are prepared on each drug exhibit received at 
DEA laboratories. Utilization of these reports, which primarily function as 
court documents, insures correct identification of each purchase and seizure 
as well as accurat-e tabulation of the amount removed. 

DEA Task Force removal figures are extracted from a Task Force statistical 
report which includes purchases and seizures analyzed by DEA labs as well as 
those sent to state or local labs for which DEA has no chemist's analj'sis. Because 
state/local labs may utilize varjing procedures in analyzing drugs received, it 
is possible that Task Force removals include some packaging materials in total 
weight reported. 

Customs & INS Removals (Chart C & D) 

Federal drug removal data for U.S. ports and borders is extracted from monthly 
reports submitted to DE^A by the Bureau of Customs and the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service. The data itself reflects a tabulation of drug seizures made 
by these agencies as analyzed by field tests performed at the time of seizure. 
Customs/INS dangerous drug seizures are not broken down into specific categories 
(eg., stimulant, depressant, hallucinogen) but rather, are considered as one 
category labeled "dangerous drugs" and reported in terms of five grain dosage 
units. 
Analytit: 

Cumulative heroin removals from various Federal enforcement activities are 
30% below totals from FY73 and 67% below FY72 figures (Chart E). This de- 
clining trend reflects the decrease in heroin trafficking in Europe and consequent 
shortages of white heroin in the United States. In light of this shortage, brown 
heroin has become increasingly available in the U.S., with DEA domestic heroin 
removals now predominately brown. 

Total cocaine removals have been growing steadily for each of the last four 
years indicating increased availability and popularity of that drug. 

Dangerous drug seizures at U.S. ports and borders are substantial and in- 
creasing, indicating that a large quantity of these substances originate from 
foreign sources. This fact seems to represent a supply shift, since several years 
ago seizure figures supported the belief that most dangerous drugs were of do- 
mestic origin. 
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STATISTICAL TABLES' 

A.—DEA DOMESTIC REMOVALS 

1971 

Fiscal yur- 

1972 1973 1974 

Opium  9 16 7 U 
Heroin  226 995 309 271 
Coc»in»  427 443 239 388 
Msrihuan*  12,723 47,700 25,805 103,374 
Hashish  1,054 127 1,148 515 
Dosage units: 

Hallucinogens  3,697,737 156,697,643 17,095,893 2,834,422 
Depressants  319,006 688,810 933,199 593,853 
Stimulants  10,319,923 48,707,942 4,691,589 8,634,172 
Methadone  36,468 155,290 203,651 4,543 

B.-OEA STATE AND LOCAL TASK FORCE REMOVALS 

(In pounds) 

1971 

Fiscal years— 

1972 1973 1974 

Opium  NA 
Heroin  NA 
Cocaine  NA 
Marihuana  NA 
Hashish  HA 
Dosage units: 

Hallucinogens  NA 
Depressants  NA 
Stimulants  NA 
Methadone  NA 

NA ... 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

206 
152 

18,586 
45 

0.4 
147 
139 

75,775 
133 

NA 
NA .. 

50.913 468,551 

NA 
NA ... 

19,178 210,683 

C—CUSTOMS REMOVALS 

|ln pounds) 

1971 

Fiscal year— 

1972 1973 1974 

Opium  38 
Heroin .'  937 
Cocaine  360 
Marihuana  177,388 
Hashish  3,163 
Dangerous drugs (dosage units)  6,310,060 

50 136 a 
620 212 76 
335 685 908 

211,198 281.896 450,352 
9,438 8,987 8,099 

16,238,385 10,462,053 23,591,447 

D.—IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE REMOVALS 

|ln pounds) 

Fiscal year— 

1971                1972 1973 1974 

Opium  
Heroin  
Cocaine  
Marihuana  
Hashish  
Dangerous drugs (dosage units). 

NA 1 20 2 
NA 15 41 45 
NA 44 49 46 
NA 80,689 226,166 246,000 
NA 18 86 683 
NA 2,064 5,340,205 1,261,000 

< All drugs on statistical tables are reported in pounds except for dangerous drugs which are reported dosage units. 
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E-DOMESTIC GRAND TOTAL REMOVALS 

DEA, CUSTOMS, INS, STATE AND LOCAL TASK FORCES 

|ln pctindsl 

FlJMl ywr- 

1971 1972 1973 1974 

Opium  47 
H«roin  1,163 
Cocaine  787 
MarihuiM  190,111 
Hishish  4,217 
Doun units: 

Hallucinogens  3,697,737 
Oepressanb  319,006 
Stimulants  10,319,923 
Danierous Dniis  6,310,060 
Mstliadont  36,468 

67 
1,630 

822 
339,587 

9,583 

163 
768 

1,125 
552,453 
10,266 

33.4 
539 

1.481 
875,501 

9,430 

157,697,643 
688,810 

48,707,942 
16,240,449 

155,290 

17,146,086 
933,199 

4,710,767 
15,802,258 

203,651 

3,311,973 
593,853 

8,844,855 
24,852,447 

4,543 

DEA/CooPERATivE REMOVALS WITH FOREIGN COUNTBIES—TOTAL 

Description of Data: 
These statistics reflect the amount of seizures made by DEA agents working 

in consort with their foreipi counterparts. Cooperation also extends itself to 
include monetary and technical assistance. All the exhibitb are analyzed by the 
host countries and are not under the purview of DEA. 
Analyaia: 

The overall inciease from FY 1971 to FY 1973 is due to the expansion of DEA 
into more foreign countries, more awareness of drug abuse by foreign countries, 
and better cooperation. The decrease of opium derivative drugs in FY 1974 is 
due mainly to the cessation of the opium production in Turkey. 

DEA IN COOPERATION WITH FOREIGN COUNTRIES-TOTAL 

III) poundi) 

Fiscal year— 

1971 1972 1973 1974 

Opium  2.243 1,433 52,071 31,596 
Morphine base  2,205 1,628 2,934 796 
Heroin  488 2,340 1,174 659 
Cocaine  261 246 1,011 1,114 
Marihuana  28.794 106,910 220,326 335,520 
Hashish  11,308 8,447 24,097 63.421 
Hashish oil (Quarts)  0 0 0 31 
Hallucinogens (dosage units)  24,794 2,025 2,334 2,744 
Hallucinogens (gross pounds)  0 2 1,600 0 
Depressants (dosage units)        1,430,000 0 945,478 1,275,035 
Depressants (gross pounds)  58 0 1 2 
Stimulants (dosage units)  365,015 425,780 133,860 3,283,368 
Stimulants (gross pounds)  S3 0 55 81 
Methadone (dosage units)  0 0 0 145,084 

FOREIGN HOST COUNTRY REMOVALS 

Description of Data 
Host country removals reflect those illicit drugs seized by foreign govemment.s 

without the assistance of DEA. Aggregation of these figures only began in fiscal 
year 1974 at the foreign regional level in an attempt to gage the volume of traffic 
within those countries with whom DEA maintains an advisory relationship. Input 
is purely voluntary and no measure of validity is presentlj' possible due to the 
fact that the data "received can be neither verified nor compared with past years. 
Analysis 

It is anticipated that, once a data base is established, these statistics can be 
combined with DEA cooperative foreign removals to provide trend indicators of 
illicit drug activity within those foreign countries in which DEA is active. 
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HOST COUNTRY REMOVALS 
Fttcdl year 

im 
Opium (pounds)  63, 976 
Rlorphine base (pounds)    984 
Heroin (pounds)       995 
Cocaine (pounds)  1, 549 
Marihuana  643, 656 
Hashish (pounds)  130, 783 
Hashish oil (liters)  _  259 
Hallucinogens (d.u.)  65, 839 
Hallucinogens (pounds)   2 
Depressants (d.u.)    1, 421. 445 
Depressants (pounds)      2 
Stimulants (d.u.)   3, 288, 055 
Stimulants (pounds)    108 
Methadone (d.u.)    145,084 

Mr. ROGERS. Dr. DuPont, let me ask you this: What are we doing 
now to find an antagonist? You mentioned that some, but are we 
doing a sufficient amount? Does it have enough urgency in the appli- 
cation of our funding and our goal to get proper antagonists? 

Dr. DuPoNT. Mr. Chairman, I share with you a sense of impatience 
about developing alternative pharmaceutical agents to combat addic- 
tion. We have two quite promising agents. The problem is that with 
the current increasing level of concern about the introduction of new 
drugs on the market, we have to be very cautious in the testing that 
is done prior to their introduction. 

We are putting all the resources that we think can be usefully ab- 
sorbed into that process but it is a painfully long one. I have discussed 
this frequently and at great length with our scientific staff, and I am 
persuaded at this point that we are doing as much as can be done. 

Mr. ROGERS. Lastly let me ask this: Are we effecting any cures? 
Dr. DuPoNT. Yes; a great many people have stopped using all 

kinds of drugs as a result of treatment and as a result of changing pub- 
lic attitudes about stopping the use of drugs. There is a lot to be said 
on the positive side. At the very minimum, even accepting the most 
gloomy conclusion from these hearings and this report, we are not in 
the situation that we were several years ago when we had a problem 
that was mushrooming out of control with very little response on 
both the demand side and supply side. There is now a very substantial 
capability to deal with the problem, and we don't have a situation 
that is spiraling wildly out of control. 

On the other hand, I certainly did not expect to be here now talking 
about the possibility of national increases in the use of drugs, particu- 
larly heroin. Six months ago I felt we would never fill the 95,000 
federally funded treatment slots and now we expect to have them all 
filled by January 1. 

Mr. ROGERS. What about the request for your agency, Mr. Bartels? 
Have you asked for any moneys that have not been granted? 

Mr. BARTELS. Yes; we have, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ROGERS. What have you asked for? 
Mr. BARTELS. We had two supplemental requests over the past 

6 months. One was for $16.9 million in response to the Turkish situ- 
ation, the other was for $2.5 million as a result of the tragedy that 
occurred in Miami right next to your district. 

Mr. ROGERS. Yes; where the building collapsed. 
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Mr. BARTBLS. Yes, sir; and seven people were killed. We had a 
laboratory destroyed in that collapse so that we have asked for 
additional funds. 

Mr. ROGERS. What has been the reaction of the Department of 
Justice? 

Mr. BARTELS. They have supported it. 
Mr. ROGERS. They do support it? 
Mr. BARTELS. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ROGERS. What about 0MB? 
Mr. BARTELS. It denied the $2.5 million supplemental. 
Mr. ROGERS. They have denied? 
Mr. BARTELS. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ROGERS. SO the request has not come to the Congress? 
Mr. BARTELS. Yes, sir; that is correct. 
Mr. ROGERS. HOW many agents did you figure you needed out of 

this request where there were some $16 million, you say? 
Mr. BARTELS. We put in a request for 200 agents and for 50 para- 

professionals, most of whom were intelligence analysts and people to 
work with computers on intelligence gathering. 

Mr. ROGERS. Thank you. 
Mr. BARTELS. Thank you. 
[The following information was received for the record.] 

DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION'S FISCAL YEAR 1975 SUPPLEMENT A LS 

In response to your request for infonnation reg.irding the Drug Enforcement 
Administration's (DEA) supplemental requests for FY 7-5, we have researched 
our files and reconstructed the following sequence of events: 

Turkish threat.—On July 1.5, 1974, DEA submitted to the Department of 
Justice a FY 7.5 supplemental and its FY 76 MBO/Budget request. The justifica- 
tion for the supplemental was the renewed narcotics threat resulting from the 
Turkish resiunption of poppy cultivation. The supplemental included 602 posi- 
tions and $16,892,000 for personnel and related support costs. The joint submis- 
sion, however, was in conflict with the prescribed budgetary procedures required 
by 0MB Circular No. A-11, dated June 28, 1974, i.e., the budgetary authority 
level in the FY 76 MBO/Budget submission included the entire amount of the 
FY 75 supplemental which had neither gone to 0MB nor the Congress for ap- 
proval. Consequently, the Office of Management and Finance advised DFA to 
recalculate its FY 7.5 8upplement.il and FY 76 MBO/Budget request if it wished 
to submit a formal FY 75 supplemental or to subsume the FY 75 supplemental 
request into the FY 76 MBO/Budget request in lieu of the supplen^ental. DEA 
decided to incorporate the total supplemental request into the F Y 76 M BO/Budget 
submission. In response to this critical need, the Department recommended in 
excess of 400 positions and .$12,67.3,000 of the total $23,110,000 program increa.se 
to enable DEA to cope with the Turkish problem. 

Miami disagler.— In August 1974, the DEA Miami Regional Office collapsed. 
In the aftermath of the disaster, the city of Miami condemned the entire structure 
which precluded salvage of most of the contents. 

In response to the disaster, DEA approached the Congressional Appropriations 
Committee with a request to adjust its FY 75 appropriations level to recover the 
one-tinie costs incurred in Miami. The Committee advised DEA that it was more 
appropriate to forward a supplemental request to 0MB; consequently, in Sep- 
tember, 1974, the Department forwarded a $2,517,000 supplemental to OMB for 
relocation operations, establishment of permanent facilities, replacement of equip- 
ment, and travel/overtime. The request was denied in its entirety by OMB on 
the assumption that the costs could be recovered in FY 76. The Department, 
therefon, chose to grant $1,247,000 of the Miami supplemental request as part of 
the FY 76 budget request to OMB. This figure allows for temporary relocation of 
the regional office and laboratory, replacement of equipment and vehicles, and 
temporary duty/travel. The remainder was not allowed for FY 76 but will be 
included in the Departmental FY 77 budget request. 
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Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Symington. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Thank you, Mr. Chainnan. 
For Mr. Bartels, on page 4 you mention the Americans arrested in 

Mexico on September 11. Are all those cases being processed now? 
It is pretty early to dispose of them. Do you know what the procedure 
is that is going on there? 

Mr. BARTELS. They were all processed. They were all arrested on 
indictments so they nave all been indicted. In some cases I under- 
stand there has been an indication of pleas of guilty. None have come 
to trial. The others are in the motion procedure. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. On these illicit amphetamines, we had hearings a 
couple years a^o, in which we leamea that these were produced by 
le^timate producers of amphetamines and they had gone into the 
ilhcit traffic. How come this is still going on? I thought we took care 
of that. 

Mr. BARTELS. What is happening, sir, is that the amphetamine is 
directly produced overseas, especially in Europe, ana it is then 
shipped to illegitimate or illicit people largely in Mexico and there 
tabieted into mini-bennies and smuggled across the country. We 
believe the Psychotropic Treaty would be helpful, our ratification of 
that, in imposing the same sort of bans on those European countries 
about whicn you speak. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Right. 
For Dr. DuPont, you mention on page 11 that one in seven Ameri- 

cans has used marihuana. What do you mean by used—puffed on a 
cigarette or really engaged in it for a period of time? 

Dr. DuPoNT. Let me give you just the roughest kinds of figures 
about that. In the surveys which have been done, the question is 
asked, "Have you ever used marihuana?" One in seven Americans 
over the age of 12 answers that "yes." At some point they have used 
marihuana. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is adults? 
Dr. DuPoNT. That is over 12. Let me just go on with that if I 

could. About half of those people are continuing use and the other 
half say they are not now using it at all. Of those who report continuing 
use, about 20 percent report regular use, that is, several times a week 
or more. So we are talking about a range of 2 percent of the American 
adult population that reports regular, active marihuana use. 

Mr. SY.MINGTON. Two percent. All right. 
Now for Mr. Ernst. You discuss on page 12 of your testimony the 

Golden Triangle refineries and you place considerable emphasis on 
the problem from that quarter. You point out that the year was 1970 
when heroin so processed became widely avilable to U.S. troops in 
Vietnam. I think that was the year in which an article appeared in 
the Egyptian press by the editor, Mr. Haikel pointing out a con- 
versation between Nasser and Chou, I believe, m which Chou said, 
"We welcome the Americans to Vietnam because that is where they 
can find heroin and take it home with them." 

I mentioned this to Mr. Ingersoll at the time and he assured me 
that Red China, that has contiguous borders, was in no way involved 
in the traffic or in the encouragment or assistance to the traffic. 
Would that be your assessment? 

Mr. ERNST. Yes, my assessment is as you received it from Mr. 
Ingersoll. 
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Mr. SYMINGTON. There is no change there? 
Mr. ERNST. NO change there. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. All nght. 
Again, Mr. Ernst, on page 5 you indicate that $42.5 million is 

requested for international control fund.s. Do your attachments 
give us a breakdown of how this money is allocated? Does any go to 
Turkey at the moment or is that cut? 

Mr. ERNST. Sir, do you have attached to your copy of my statement 
a copy of these tables? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. You have that breakdown there? 
Mr. ERNST. Yes. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. If so, maybe we will go on to something else. 
Mr. ERNST. I might just say that the big programs are Mexico, 

Burma, and Thailand both for the fiscal year 1974 and estimated for 
the fiscal year 1975. These tables which I have presented give the 
breakdown both by country involved and also by types of equipment 
and function; by that I mean whether it is going into enforcement or 
^oing into agriculture to get at the supply side through a cutting back 
in growing. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Let me now ask you about a December 1973 GAO 
report entitled "DiflSculties in Immobilizing Major Narcotic Traf- 
fickers" which indicated that Mexico had refused to extradite indi- 
viduals and that Mexican laws have not been effective in ending 
trafficking from that country. That seems to be a different assessment 
than the one you have given us concerning the cooperation with 
Mexico. Are you pleased with the cooperation received? Is there 
anything else we can do? 

Mr. ERNST. I think I might say something, and Mr. Bartels might 
also say something on this point if you permit, and that is that there 
is cooperation and yet there is substantial trafficking at the same time 
because of the magnitude of the problem. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Well, do you think the cooperation is sufficient? 
From the point of view of our Government, are they doing everything 
that they can do? 

Mr. ERNST. The cooperation is growing, the recognition of the 
problem by the Mexican authorities is a keen recognition. Our resources 
that they are using, according to our assessments, are being applied 
effectively. However, the fact remains that the economics of this 
business is such that with the profits to be had by the traffickers there 
is an ever-growing enemy  

Mr. SYMINGTON. Let me read you a paragraph from this GAO 
report. It says on page 24—Are you famihar with this report? 

Mr. ERNST. I am not, sir. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. I think you should become familiar with it. This 

is the part which inhibits undercover work. It reads: "Mexican Laws: 
Under the law there a buyer of illicit drugs, even if he is an undercover 
agent, is as guilty as a seller and therefore he must arrange for the 
Mexican authorities to arrest the trafficker prior to the exchange of 
the drugs because he cannot make buys and the undercover agency has 
difficulty making known the organizations." 

That seems to be the problem in their law. Now perhaps it is a 
defensible approach, but is that something you would be consulting 
with them aoout and trying to work out improvements there? 
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Mr. BARTELS. If I may, that is a problem with their laws. It is a 
problem with every civil law country based on the Napoleonic Code 
with which we deal. It is avoided in a number of ways. There are 
other problems that are more advantageous to narcotics addicts and 
we just have to operate within their laws. 

The key to the question that you asked is that I am convinced that 
they are giving total cooperation to the extent they can and I think 
that is the key to it. This stuff is grown in some of the most beautiful 
and barren country of the Sierra Madre that runs from Acapulco 
right on up to north of Los Mochis and the mountains there are 10,000 
to 12,000 feet. There are no roads and there is very little you can do 
without a helicopter. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. To the extent they can under their law. 
Mr. BARTELS. Yes. 
Mr. ROGERS. Who is the No. 1 heroin purchaser? Are we? Is there 

more sold in this Nation than in any other country? 
Mr. BARTELS. I say Iran and the United States. 
Mr. ROGERS. Of the two, who would rank first? 
Mr. BARTELS. I believe at this point Iran would but it is very close. 
Mr. ROGERS. Between the two? 
Mr. BARTELS. Yes. 
Mr. ROGERS. Thank you. 
Mr. Hastings. 
Mr. HASTINGS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Just to follow up on Mr. Rogers' question, you talk about licit or 

illicit heroin. 
Mr. BARTELS. I was talking about illicit. 
Mr. HASTINGS. There is not a question on licit, of course. 
Mr. BARTELS. NO. 
Mr. HASTINGS. Dr. DuPont, I would like to ask a question. The 

New York City figures, you gave 60,000 and you estimate now heroin 
users in the city of New York down from 200,000 a couple years ago. 

Dr. DUPONT. Yes. 
Mr. HASTINGS. You say that if it is not increasing, at least it is now 

stabilized, or are you saying it is increasing in number? 
Dr. DUPONT. There are some indications from New York that the 

problem is increasing, and that is one of the two cities where we 
had the most strongly established, consistent downward trend over 
the last  18 months. 

Mr. HASTINGS. In the treatment centers you say we have 2,000 
programs throughout the country. How many of those would be 
methadone? 

Dr. DUPONT. About 700. 
Mr. HASTINGS. 700. 
Dr. DUPONT. Yes, sir. About half of all the opiate patients in treat- 

ment in the country are being treated with methadone and about half 
are in drug-free programs. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Are they mostly detox programs? What is the per- 
centage breakdown? 

Dr. DUPONT. In terms of the slots there are about 70,000 mainte- 
nance slots and about 5,000 or 10,000 detoxification slots. But a main- 
tenance slot is one person for a prolonged period of time while in 
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detox patients turn over every 3 weeks. In general the number of pa- 
tients served is probably greater in a year through the detox programs 
than in the maintenance programs. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Is there much maintenance in perpetuity? 
Dr. DuPoNT. Yes, there is some, but the primary advantage with 

methadone is that the patients in treatment retain their interest in 
coming off methadone. All over the country the number of people who 
stay on methadone for a year at a time is much smaller than would be 
expected. For example, in the District of Columbia, of the 12,000 
people who were treated with methadone less than 1,500 are still 
takmg it now. 

Mr. HASTINGS. These people are the ones that we would aim at with 
an antagonist. 

On the question that the chairman asked, who was providing this 
research? Is it federally funded? 

Dr. DuPONT. Yes, sir; it is the Federal Government. 
Mr. HASTINGS. How about private industry pharmaceuticals? 
Dr. DUPONT. They have been very eagerly cooperating with us, and 

this committee has been helpful in bringing us together. 
Mr. HASTINGS. I don't know what that cooperation is. You say it is 

substantial? 
Dr. DuPoNT. Yes. It involves identifying the agents and doing pre- 

clinical testing in Federal facilities. We have used the Lexington 
facility, for example, as well as Federal grantees to test a wide variety 
of substances developed by the pharmaceutical industry and we now 
have, as a result of that effort, a very promising drug which has the 
characteristics we were looking for. It is nontoxic, it does not have any 
side effects that we know of, it lasts for a day, it can be taken orally. 
It looks like a very good drug. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Are you finding much diversion of methadone? 
Dr. DTJPONT. Yes. That is particularly a problem in New York City. 

Elsewhere in the country the problem is substantially reduced and 
the indicators are down throughout the country generally. 

Mr. HASTINGS. DO you have any figures on New York City metha- 
done diversion? 

Dr. DUPONT. Yes. I don't have them with me but I can submit 
them for the record. [See "Methadone Data" below.] 

Mr. HASTINGS. I understand they are fairly substantial; is that 
correct? 

Dr. DUPONT. Yes, sir, they are. 
Mr. ROGERS. I think I saw figures showing that there were more 

methadone deaths—almost twice as many in New York, the latest 
figures I saw—as deaths from heroin. 

Dr. DUPONT. That is the case. I think that the ratio does not ac- 
curately reflect the situation, however, since part of the reason for 
the biggest change has been the dramatic reduction of heroin deaths. 

We will supply those numbers for the record. 
One problem we have in New York City is that the overdose data 

is available only through calendar year 1973. They have had some 
trouble getting current data for the Medical Examiner's OflBce 
which makes it difficult to chart trends. 



Mr. HASTINGS. Will you submit the figures you have? 
Dr. DuPoNT. Absolutely. 
[Testimony resumes on p. 62] 
[The following information was submitted for the record by the 

Special Action OflBce for Drug Abuse Prevention:] 

NARCOTICS OVERDOSE DEATH: METHADONE AND HEROIN 

Recent articles in the New York Times (8/16/74) and The National Observer 
(9/21/74) have dealt with methadone overdose deaths in New York City. (These 
articles are included as Appendix 1 and Appendix 2.') Both articles stated that 
the total number of 1973 narcotism deaths (745) was lower than the 1972 number 
(924); and both articles noted that the number of "Toxicologically confirmed 
narcotism deaths due to methadone" was over twice as large in the last half of 
1973 (131) as in the first half (50). 

The references to these data were made in different ways: New York City 
Chief Medical Examiner's release called the 181 deaths "Narcotism deaths due 
to methadone, toxicologically confirmed." 

The New York Times article referred in one place to "methadone poisoning" 
and in another to "methadone fatalities." Other terms used synonomously were: 

"deaths directly attributable to narcotics" 
"narcotics-related deaths" 
"methadone deaths" 
"deaths directly attributable to methadone poisoning''' 
"definite methadone deaths" 
"toxicologically confirmed methadone deaths" 

The National Observer article had a similar list of terms: 
"methadone-related deaths" 
"... a person dies of methadone" 
"directly attributed to methadone" 
"methadone . . . listed ... as the principle cause of death ..." 
"overdose" 
"methadone deaths" 
". . . methadone accounted for . . . deaths" 
"... which drugs are killing people" 

A first conclusion one might reach is that we have a certain number of events 
(deaths) described by a variety of terms which raises questions about the precision 
of the cause-of-death determining process, the classification of causes of death, the 
language describing causes of death, or all three. 

For example, it is well known that cause of death data are difficult to handle at 
best. For an individual it is not too hard, if the facts are known, to establish what 
was wrong with the person and what series of conditions and events led to his or her 
death. The whole matter of principle or contributory cause, pre-existing conditions, 
and which condition or event led to what outcome has always been a problem, 
especially when classifying numbers of deaths into categories. 

The matter becomes even less clear if one considers sjmergistic effects of more 
than one drug and adverse effects of adulterants used to dilute drugs. 

To help straighten out these many interacting factors, the National Institute on 
Drug Abuse is funding two projects. The first is an effort by University of Califor- 
nia researchers to develop a "model reporting system of drug deaths" and is being 
built on the statistics being collected from coroners or medical examiners in nine 
large U.S. cities. The other project is being carried out by the New York Medical 
Examiner's Office and consists of conducting thorough investigations into the 
causes and circumstances of each "methadone-related death" identified by the 
OflBce of the Chief Medical Examiner. The plan is to find ways of preventing such 
deaths in the future. 

Another interpretation problem arises in the New York City Medical Exam- 
iner's Office Report—namely that a potentially significant definition change was 
made between the first and second halves of the year: "One important revision 
occurred between the first and second periods (First and second halves of the year 
1973). In an effort to accurately assess and reflect non-narcotic substances as they 
are relevant to the cause of death in these casts (deaths), alcohol was not considered 
to be a contributory agent in these ca-ses unless chemical analysis indicated at 
least a 0.10g% level of blood alcohol. For the first half of the year, alcohol was 
considered in classifying such cases, regardless of the level indicated." 

' Appendix not printed. 
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This change in definition if built into the table of data such that some part of 
the increase in "Methadone only" cases (50 to 131 or an increase of 81 cases) is 
certainly attributable to nothing more than the definition change. Since no first 
half-second half year comparisons were given in the report where the alcohol 
definition remained constant (either definition would do), it is not possible even 
to estimate the effect of changing the definition at midyear. It is not evident from 
the data, the report or the newspaper articles based on the report, that the 
dramatic increase may not be as large as it appears. Indeed, the possibility is not 
ruled out that the increase may not be real at all. 

The above discussion has attended to serious definitional problems which, 
alone, cast serious doubt on the interpretability of the data. 

In regard to methadone in New York City, the first question to ask is how many 
Deople are using methadone as part of their treatment since the suspicion is that 
New York, the city in question, has more than its expected share of methadone 
attributed deaths. The National Institute on Drug Abuse has published a report 
entitled "Universe II and III Comparative Presentation, August 20, 1974." 
The purpose of this report was the establishment of the numbers of patients in 
treatment by city and state. While 30% of the reporting was incomplete, the 
remaining 70% may be taken as indicative. Table I provides case load data for 
New York City and for the total United States. New York City has 30% of the 
patients in the whole country. Also, New York, unlike the rest of the country, has 
nearly three quarters of its case load in maintenance programs. In fact, half of 
the nation's maintenance patients are in New York City programs. Thus, whatever 
the relationship between maintenance programs, maintenance patients, and 
events with which methadone is associated, it would not be surprising to find 
half of "it" in New York. 

The next obvious question is whether the people in trouble with methadone are 
patients in maintenance or other treatment programs. In the newspaper articles 
the points are made that: 

"Fewtr than a quarter of this city's addicts are on maintenance programs . . . 
yet somehow these deaths are supposed to show the 'failure' of the maintenance 
concept." {Nalional Observer.) 

". . . of the 181 deaths attributed directly to methadone last year, only 10 
were of persons enrolled in methadone treatment programs." (New York Times). 

". . . a total of 83 persons enrolled in methadone treatment programs were 
among the 745 persons whose deaths were listed as narcotics-related." {New 
York Times.) 

From another source, a similar relationship is found. The Drug Abuse Warning 
Network (DAWN) is a jointly sponsored data-collecting project of the National 
Tn-stitute on Drug Abuse and the Drug Enforcement Administration. 

Facilities reporting into the .system are emergency rooms of general hospitals, 
inpatient units, crisis centers, and medical examiners from selected Standard 
Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSA's) in the United States. Drug emergencies 
at the participating facilities are reported as "episodes" and the involved drugs 
are reported as "mentions." Thus, for one episode there may be .several drug 
mentions (up to six) but the average number over all facility types is 1.3 mentions 
per episode. 

While one individual could conceivably experience more than one episode in an 
emergency room, inpatient unit, or crisis center, a medical examiner episode 
happens only once (since the individual dies). The drugs associpted with the deaths 
are then reported as mentions and are tabulated as such in the DAWN reports. 
If all the methadone mentions by medical examiners for a given period were 
selected, the number would correspond directly with the number of episodes 
(deaths) since methadone would be mentioned only once per episode even if other 
drugs were also mentioned. The cause of the death is given as overdose" or "drug 
was contributory factor but not sole cause." In the first ca.se, "overdose," if metha- 
done is mentioned alone, the "overdose" is attributed to that drug. However, if 
other drugs are mentioned in combination, the "overdose" drug becomes quite 
unclear. 

For all methadone mentions from all facilities in the DAWN system from July 
1973-July 1974 the program enrollment was distributed as shown in Table 2. 
For medical examiners only 7 percent of the mentions were reported to be in 
treatment programs and virtually all of them were in detoxification/maintenance. 
T^ statistic is consistent with the newspaper statements and the New York 
City Medical Examiner's Office Report. However, note that the DAWN data 
cover a different period of time (July 1973-July 1974) than that covered by the 
New  York City Medical Examiner's Office Report (January 1973-December 

41-912 O - 74 - < 
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1973). Also, the latter report covers New York City only while the DAWN data 
cover the entire New Yorlc City Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (New- 
York City plus surrounding counties). 

The DAWN cause-of-death data for the New York SMSA are generally con- 
sistent with the data from the New York City Chief Medical Examiner's OflSce. 
Table 3 indicates that about % of the total narcotics "overdose" deaths were cases 
where methadone was used alone (124/529-23%). For all cases where methadone 
was mentioned and "overdose" was reported the proportion was about ji (394/539— 
74%). These data are consistent with the New York City Medical Examiner's 
Office data given in Appendix 3. For methadone only, the proportion is given 
by 181/745=24%, while for all narcotism deaths where methadone was mentioned 
the proportion is given by (181 +196+145 + 60)/745=78%. 

For some of the DAWN medical examiner reported deaths, more than one 
drug was mentioned. In the case of New York City about 30 percent of the metha- 
done mentions occurred alone; thus 70 percent occurred along with some other 
drug(s). The comparable figures from the New York Medical Examiner's Office 
data are 24 percent used alone and 76 percent used in combination. 

The comparison of methadone with heroin in New York and for other cities is 
another part of the perspective. Figure 1 shows a time series of the medical ex- 
aminer mentions for each drug for the New York SMSA and for all other SMSA's 
in the DAWN system. The methadone/heroin reversal is quite evident and has 
been so for the last year. Table 4 presents heroin and methadone medical examiner 
mentions for each SMSA in the DAWN system. Clearly, New York is different 
from the other SMSA's in the system not only because of the methadone/heroin 
reversal but also because of the fact that of all the 1,015 methadone mentions in 
aU DAWN SMSA's, 926 (91 %) of them occurred in the New York SMSA. 

Medical examiners are only one data source and a legitimate further question ' 
is obvious: Does methadone show up as a mention to any great extent in facilities 
other than the medical examiners? DAWN emergency room data on methadone 
and heroin mentions are presented in Figure 2 for the New York SMSA and for all 
other SMSA's combined. Heroin, methadone and all narcotics mentions for New 
York have shown either level or slightly decreasing trends over the past year. In 
all other SMSA's combined the trend for heroin and all narcotics was noticeably 
upward and slightly upward for methadone. These data give support to the idea 
that some significant drug emergency trends in New York are downward, a 
contrary indication to some of the medical examiner data. 

To illustrate the composition of the all narcotics category shown in Figure 2, 
another body of DAWN data is presented in Figure 3. The emergency rooms in 
the 29 DAWN SMSA's in combination with an additional sample of emergency 
rooms in other cities permit national projections of emergency room mentions. 
Heroin and methadone clearly have greater numbers of mentions than the other 
narcotic categories. In addition, the noticeable upward heroin trend from Figure 2 
does not seem to appear in Figure 3 or perhaps the trend is obscured by the large 
variation in the number of heroin mentions. The categories other than heroin and 
methadone do not show any trends at all, either up or down. 

Table 2 shows the percentages of methadone mentions for emergency rooms by 
treatment enrollment. The proportion reported to be in treatment was very much 
higher for the two hospital type facilities (about H) than for the medical exa- 
miners (7%). The crisis centers reported a figure midway between (about H). 

Figure 4 shows emergency room comparisons for New York and other SMSA's 
of the percentage of narcotic mentions used alone (not in combination with other 
drugs). The most striking feature of this graph is the much higher percentage of 
methadone mentions used alone for New York (72%) compared to all other 
SMSA's (44%). 

Crisis centers also report to DAWN and Figure 5 reveals that the New York 
City crisis centers reporting to DAWN had very few narcotic mentions of any 
kind while crisis centers in DAWN SMSA's other than New York showed very 
few methadone mentions. 

Having reviewed all these data, we are confronted with several facts, observa- 
tions, or reported findings: 

1. The number of narcotism deaths in New York City declines from 1972 to 
1973 (New York City Medical Examiner's Office Report). 

2. The number of "Toxicologically confirmed narcotism deaths due to metha- 
done" doubled during the last half of 1973 when compared to the first half (New 
York City Medical Examiner's Office Report). 

3. New York City has nearly % of all patients in all kinds of drug treatment 
for the whole country (Universe III). 
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4. Half of the methadone patients in the United States are in New York 
maintenance programs (Universe III). 

5. Seven percent (DAWN), 7.6% {New York Times), and up to "Fewer than a 
quarter ..." (National Observer) of the narcotism deaths in New York City 
occurred to patients in treatment programs (.New York Times, National Observer, 
DAWN). 

6. For overdose deaths due to narcotics (DAWN) or due to narcotism (New 
York City Medical Examiner's Office) methadone only was mentioned in about 
K of the cases and methadone only or in combination with other drug(s) was 
mentioned in about % of the cases. 

7. For 24 percent (New York Medical Examiner's Office Report) or 30 percent 
(DAWN) of the deaths where methadone was mentioned, methadone was men- 
tioned alone. 

8. In New York City methadone and heroin are reversed in order of prominence 
for medical examiner and other DA\\ N facility data (DAWN). 

9. New York City trends are level or slightly downward for methadone, heroin, 
and all narcotics; the total for all other DAWN SMSA's combined shows no- 
ticeably increasing trends for heroin and all narcotics and a slightly increasing 
trend for methadone (DAWN). 

10. Narcotics other than heroin and methadone showed no increasing or de- 
creasing trends (DAWN). 

11. In New York City people seen in emergency rooms and hospital inpatient 
units are more likely to be patients in treatment programs (67% and 70% of all 
methadone mentions) than people seen in crisis centers (3(5%) or as deaths re- 
ported by medical examiners (7%) (DAWN). 

12. Emergency room DAWN data indicate that in New^ York City 72 percent 
of the methadone mentions were reported as methadone used alone. The rest of 
the SMSA's in DAWN showed 44 percent as the comparable figure (DAWN). 

13. New York City crisis centers reporting to DAWN reflected very few nar- 
cotics mentions of any kind (DAWN). 

If one were presented with the above 13 statements to be used as "indicators" 
of the "methadone situation" in New York City, a commonly made assessment 
might turn out as follows: 

Statement 
"Methadone Situation" is becoming— Number 

Worse   .    2, 6, 8, 12 
Better     1,9, 10, 13 
Either (depending on argument)   5, 7, 11 
Statement does not apply       3, 4 

In conclusion, what the data show is that the problem of methadone over- 
doses is much more complex than some of the reports have indicated. Further- 
more, it is impossible to separate the issue of illicit methadone abuse from that of 
heroin abuse. As the DAWN data indicate, only in New York does the number of 
methadone mentions exceed the number of heroin mentions. With a reduction in 
the supply in heroin in New York there was a concomitant decrease in the number 
of narcotism deaths from 1972 to 1973. However, this reduction in supply may 
have increased the demand for illicit methadone, which possibly accounted for 
the apparent increase in methadone overdose deaths. What the situation points 
out is that the issue of what constitutes an overdose death requires further clarifica- 
tion and analysis. This we are attempting to do with the studies set forth above. 
In addition, NIDA is presently funding a study with Fordham University to 
examine the issue of methadone diversion and to determine the sources and causes 
of such diversion. 

TABLE 1.—UNIVERSE III CENSUS DATA (COMPLETE REPORTING ONLY) 

(Numbers o( patients in treatment in Federal and other programsl 

New York City ToUl United States New YorK City 
as percent of 

total Type of tmtineni Number Percent Number Percent 

M»intenanc»  
Detoxification  
Dnitfree  

35,235 
353 

12.374 

73 
1 

26 

68,733 
3,696 

83,039 

44 
2 

54 

51.3 
9.6 

14.9 

Total  47,980 100 155,468 100 30.9 



m 
TABLE 2.—NEW YORK CITY DAWN METHADONE MENTIONS FACILITY TYPE BY TREATMENT ENROLLMENT, 

JULY 1973-JULY 1974 

Enrolled in treatment 

Facility type 

Totel  

Emertency rooms.. 
Medical examiners. 
Inpatient units  
Crisis centers  

Total  

Emergency rooms.. 
Medical examiners. 
Inpatient units  
Crisis centers  

Total 
mentions Total 

Detox/ 
mainte- Other/ 

nance   unspecified 
Not 

enrolled Unknown 

3,223 1,534 1,477 

1,450 
1,014 

655 
104 

96fi 
75 

456 
37 

922 
73 

449 
33 

44 
2 
7 
4 

1,174 

226 
761 
131 
56 

515 

258 
178 
68 
II 

PERCENT OF TOTAL 

100 48 (46) 

100 67 
100 7 
100 70 
100 36 

(64) 

(69) 
(32) 

(2) 36 

15 
75 
20 
54 

16 

18 
18 
10 
10 

TABUS.—DAWN MEDICAL EXAMINERS, JULY 1973 TO APRIL 1974-METHADONE, HEROIN, AND ALL NARCOTIC 
DEATHS 

Total 
narcotics 

Methadone Heroin 

Time period Total Alone 
Combi- 
nation Total        Alone 

Combi- 
nation Other 

July-September 1973  127 81 34 47 45              4 41 

Overdose  
Other  

60 
67 

38 
43 

15 
19 

23 
24 

22 3 
23 1 

19 .. 
22 

October-December 1973  246 178 67 111 65               1 64 

Overdose  
Other 

159 
87 

117 
61 

44 
23 

73 
38 

40               1 
25 

39 
25 

January-March 1974  215 163 46 117 51               2 49 

Ov«rdose  
Other.  

151 
64 

119 
44 

37 
9 

82 
35 

32               1 
19               1 

31 .. 
18 

April-June 1974  219 164 35 129 53              4 49 

Overdose  
Other  

159 
60 

120 
44 

28 
7 

92 
37 

37               1 
16               3 

36 
13 .. 

Methadone   overdose   sum- 
mery: 

l8t6 mo  
2d 6 mo  

219 
310 

155 
239 

59 
65 

96 .. 
174 .. 

Total...  529 394 124 270 .. 
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TABLE 4.-0AWN MEDICAL EXAMINER'MENTICNS, JULY 1973-JUNE 1974 

Haroin        Metludane 

Boston  9                       1 
N«wYork  299                   92C 
Phlladelphis  10                     11 
Pittsburgh  11                        1 
Washington, O.C  10                       6 
Miami  17                       4 
Atlanti  t „ 
Detroit  112                   H 
Clavaland    6                       4 
Toledo  5   
Chicago  133                     6 
Indianapolis  
Now Orleans  20                       1 
Little Rock  4  
Kansas City  1   
Omaha  2   
Minneapolis  4                       2 
Houston  7                       2 
Oitlahoma City  3  
Denver  6                     6 
Albuquerque  11                      2 
Seattle  1 
Los Angeles ,  454                       2 
San Francisco  108                      4 
Buffalo  1                       4 
Dallas  12                       6 
Phoenix  31  
Raleigh  1  
San Antonio  16  

Total  1^295               1,015 
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[The following information was submitted for the record by the 
Drug Enforcement Administration:] 

NARCOTIC RELATED AND METHADONE DEATHS IN NEW YORK CITY 

Statistics on methadone-relatcd deaths are unavailable prior to the fourth 
quarter of CY If72 when the Drug Abuse Warning Network (DAWN) became 
operative. This system reports deaths by category for twenty-four demographically 
representative Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas nationwide. 

The chart below reflects both methadone deaths and total narcotic deaths 
reported by this system to date for New York City and the Nation. It should be 
noted that this data is only considered accurate to within a five-percent toler- 
ance, since there is an occasional lag of thirty to ninety days between the actual 
occurrence of death and its being reported to DAWN. 
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Total narcotic        Methadone 
related deaths deaths 

4th quarter, calendar year 1972: 
New York City  
National  

Calendar year 1973: 
New York City  
National  

1st quarter, calendar year 1974: 
New York City  
National  

117 
3U 

10 
41 

S57 
1,771 

4(9 
567 

307 
608 

234 
252 

METHADONE: A REVIEW OF CURRENT INFORMATION 

Statistical and Data Services Division, Office of Administration and Manage- 
ment—December 1973 

AMENDMENT 

The attached report, "Methadone: A Review of Current Information", was 
written in December, 1973. At that time all narcotic deaths reported through the 
DAWN system were placed in one of three categories: heroin, methadone, or 
other narcotics. The other narcotics category included morphine deaths. It was 
later determined, however, that morphine deaths should be placed under the heroin 
category since heroin converts to morphine after entering the body. This deter- 
mination alters those statistics and statements in the study in which comparisons 
between heroin and methadone deaths are drawn. Specifically affected are Sections 
I, and to a lesser extent, Section V. 

In order to clarify and update the death data in this report, the foUo-ning chart 
provides corrected and re-defined death data beginning in October 1972. 

DRUG RELATED DEATHS 

IDAWN-24 cities) 

October- 
December 

1972 

January- 
March 

1973 

April- 
June 
1973 

July- 
September 

1973 

October- 
December 

1973 

January- 
March 

1974 

Heroin/Morphine  
Methadone..  

296 
41 
11 

280 
90 
11 

1 
1 

15 

265 
69 
13 

330 
81 
15 

1 
2 

13 

223 
81 
9 

271 
101 

18 
0 
2 

26 

306 
168 

12 
296 
98 
31 

2 
2 
6 

348 
249 
28 

271 
117 

19 
0 
I 

31 

336 
252 
20 

Barbiturates  
Other depressants  
Stimulants  
Cannabis  
Hallucinogens  
Other  

298 
132 
24 
3 
3 

25 

Tout  726 789 731 921 1,064 1,093 

It should be noted, however, that the basic conclusions of this report are not 
altered. In fact, the rising increases in methadone deaths, which were first iden- 
tified in this report, have become more significant since the paper was written. 

SUMMARY 

According to the data available to DEA, Ucit preparations were the primary 
cause of drug related deaths in the U.S., with barbiturates the most predominant 
drug, being found in 38% of all drug related deaths. Within the nine month 
reporting period, however, methadone deaths showed the most rapid rate of 
increase of any substance, and in the final quarter of the reporting period metha- 
done was found in one of every nine drug related deaths. 

This report is a consolidation of information and statistics on methadone. It 
is divided into five sections which cover several major items concerning metha- 
done abuse and addiction, the relationship of methadone to other drug abuse 
trends, and DEA's activity against methadone trafficking. Essentially the reports 
reveals or implies the following: 



A. Methadone abuse is rapidly rising. Increasing methadone deaths, declining 
heroin deaths, and a 5-1 predominance of methadone to heroin deaths in the last 
six months suggest that methadone is partially replacing heroin as a drug of 
abuse in certain areas of the U.S. 

B. Methadone addicts are not necessarily rehabilitated heroin addicts. A limited 
study of heroin and methadone addicts indicates that methadone addicts are 
equally prone to arrest, are more prone to commit property crime or crimes of 
assault, and are usually unemployed; almost half of those arrested obtained 
methadone outside of treatment programs. 

C. By the last quarter of the reporting period, the combined total of drugs 
acting alone did not cause as many deaths as poly-drug use, which accounted 
for 54% of all deaths reported from April through June 1973. This suggests that 
poly-drug abuse may have become the major drug problem in the U.S. Propor- 
tionately, methadone had the highest percentage of poly-drug deaths (66% of 
methadone deaths reported in the final quarter) with barbiturates second (62%). 

D. The limited number of DEA methadone criminal cases, and the fact that 
the cases rarely involved significant quantities of methadone indicates that DEA 
has not defined the scope of the methadone trafficking problem. 

The above items rising from the study put into perspective several types of 
methadone data. Perhaps of greater importance, they raise several pointed 
questions. 

1. How effectively has the methadone "strategy" worked to reduce drug 
addiction, and move addicts off the street and into jobs? 

2. Has methadone helped to reduce drug related crime? 
3. Who is trafficking methadone and in what amounts? 
4. Is there such a thing as poly-drug trafficking? If so, what is the structure? 
5. What techniques would be effective in curbing poly-drug trafficking and 

abuse? 
I.   METHADONE   DEATHS   AND   INJURIES 

A review of DAWN death and injury data provides one of the most revealing 
statistics concerning abuse of methadone both when viewed alone and when 
seen in relationship with heroin abuse. 
A. Deaths 

The following chart indicates the rise in methadone deaths over a nine month 
Eeriod and demonstrates additionally that methadone deaths have surpassed 

eroin deaths in the last si.x months. 

DEATHS' 

October- 
December 

1972 

January- 
March 

1973 
Aprll-Juna 

1973 Total 

Mathadont  
Heroin  
                    41 
                    51 

69 
IS 

M 
U 

190 
80 

I Includes categorlaj of drugs used alone and drugs used in combination with drugs. 

It is noteworthy here that there have been twice as many methadone deaths aa 
heroin deaths over the nine month period. More important, methadone deaths 
have exceeded heroin deaths by a ratio of about 5 to 1 in the last six months. It is 
also significant that methadone deaths have doubled from the first quarter to 
the third. 

Geographic distribulion.—The majority of heroin and methadone deaths (65%) 
occurred in the Northeast region of the U.S., while "other narcotics" deaths were 
predominant in three regions. 

DEATHS 

Heroin       Methadone  Other narcotics 

Northaajl  
South  
Central  
Northwest  
Wast  

National total  80 190 749 

41 135 281 
9 27 21 
9 18 139 
1 0 I 

20 10 307 
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Eighty-four percent of the methadone deaths in the Northeast were reported 
in New York City, indicating that where methadone programs operate on a 
large scale basis, methadone is readily available and heavily abused, contributing 
substantially to the overall drug problem. This is further supported by an examina- 
tion of all drug deaths in two cities (New York and Washington, D.C.) with long 
standing methadone treatment programs. 

DEATHS.-OCT0BER I972-JUNE 1973 

(Percentl 

Haroin Methadone 
Other 

narcotics Depressants Other 

NewYorK                       8 26 
29 

60 
10 

6 
45 

.4 
Washington, D.C                       4 12 

More deaths were recorded in the methadone category in Washington, D.C. 
than in any other category. In New York methadone was second only to "other 
narcotics." However, in the last quarter of the reporting period methadone 
deaths exceeded other narcotic deaths in New York. Nonetheless, "other nar- 
cotics" accounted for over 73% of all reported deaths in the U.S. during the nine 
month time period suggesting that the predominant cause of narcotic deaths in 
most areas of the country is most likely to be one of the more potent licit opiate 
preparations. 
B. Injuries 

The following chart is a list of injuries reported for heroin and methadone. 

July- 
October- January- April-       September 

December 1972      March 1973        June 1973 1973 Total 

Northeast: 
Haroin  
Methadone  

South: 
Heroin    
Methadone  

Central: 
Heroin  
Methadone  

Nothwest: 
Heroin  
Methadone  

West: 
Heroin  
Methadone  

National total: 
Heroin  
Methadone  

Methadone injuries have increased steadily over the last four quarters in the 
Northeast area of the nation and, like deaths, the majority of all methadone and 
heroin injuries were predominantly reported in New York, accounting for 26% 
of all drug injuries in that city. Heroin injuries declined nationally during the 
time period but still consistently exceeded the number of reported methadone 
injuries. 
Conclusion 

It is apparent that methadone abuse has increased significantly over the past 
nine months with methadone deaths reported to DAWN increasing substantially 
each quarter. The rise in methadone deaths coupled with a decrease in heroin 
deaths suggests that methadone is partially replacing heroin as a drug of abuse, 
especially where methadone maintenance is readily available to addicts. However, 
the predominance of "other narcotics" deaths over heroin and methadone cate- 
gories and the fact that heroin injuries still exceed methadone injuries preclude 
the assumption that heroin is no longer a serious problem. Rather, it supports 
the theory that all narcotic abuse remains a serious problem and that methaidone 
has become one of the more predominant drugs in this established pattern of 
abuse. 

414 
238 

492 
279 

513 
336 

400 
363 

1,819 
1,214 

87 
3S 

42 
57 

70 
60 

76 
57 

275 
2U 

192 
41 

130 
41 

116 
36 

93 
10 

531 
128 

1 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

76 
6 

61 
3 

53 
4 

41 
2 

231 
IS 

770 
321 

725 
380 

752 
436 

610 
432 

2,857 
2.569 
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II. REPORTED ADDICT DATA 

A brief statistical analysis of addict arrest sheets suggests several disturbing 
points concerning the effectiveness of methadone programs. 
Addict reports '; Cily police arrest sheets 

Crime committed.—The statistics below indicate that almost half of those 
addicted to heroin were involved in drug related crime with only one-third involved 
in property crimes or assaults. By contrast, 51% of methadone arrests were for 
property crimes or assault and only 17% for drug crimes. This would suggest that 
methadone does not necessarily alter the socio-economic crime related syndrome 
or, in fact, lower the crime rate. 

CRIME COMMITTED BY ADDICTS, RELATIONSHIP OF DRUG CRIME TO PROPERTY CRIME OR ASSAULT 

Charges (percent) 

Total arrests Possession/sale Robbery/burglary/assault 

Heroin       Methadone Heroin       Methadone Heroin        Methadone 

New York, N.Y  
Chicago. Ill  

779 
3S0 
233 

1,372 

815 
24 
16 

8SS 

a 
62 
82 
46 

15 
25 

100 
17 

51 
17 
.4 
33 

S3 
30 

Detroit.Mich  
Totali  

0 
51 

> All total percentages are computed from total arrest figures and are weighted proportionately to each city's actual 
arrests. 

The above statistics also show that in New York City, where there is an exten- 
sive methadone program, there were more methadone addicts arrested for various 
crimes than heroin addicts. 

Employment.—Although employment was slightly higher among methadone 
addicts, it is more significant that a total of 70% of methadone addicts were un- 
employed and that there was little difference between the employment rates of 
heroin addicts and those addicted to methadone. In short, it appears that both 
heroin addicts and methadone addicts depended equally on either crime or wel- 
fare programs for income, and that methadone maintenance does not necessarily 
insure that heroin addict will become contributing members of society when they 
enter methadone maintenance. 

EMPLOYMENT 

|ln percent) 

Currently employed Currently unemployed 

Heroin       Methadone Heroin        Methadon* 

NewYork.N.Y  21 29 79 71 
Chicago, 111  30 58 70 42 
Detroit, Mich  34 50 66 50 

ToUl  26 30 74 70 

Addicts in treatment.—Finally, it is significant to note that only 54% of the 
methadone addicts arrested were in methadone maintenance programs, as in- 
dicated below. 

METHADONE ADDICTS IN TREATMENT, NUMBER AND (PERCENT) OF THOSE ARRESTED 

Methadone Other No 
treatment        treatment treatment 

NewYork.N.Y  441(54) 5(.6) 369(45) 
Chicago, III  16(67) 5(21) 3(12) 
Detroit.Mich  8(50) 0 8(50) 

Totol  465(54) 10(1) 380(44) 

> Data from New York drawn from arrest sheets submitted for July and August, 1973. Data (rom Chicago 
and Detroit drawn (rom arrest sheets submitted lor July, August, and September, 1973. 
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Whether or not raethadone addicts in tietUmerU are more prone to property- 
crime or drug crime could not be determined at this time; this may be subject 
for further study. The major point to be made from the above table is that a 
substantial 44% of the methadone addicts arrested may have been obtaining 
their drugs not from maintenance programs, but from unknown or illicit sources. 
Conclution 

Although the data is quite limited, the statistics concerning addict arrestees 
bring into question the theorj' that methadone maintenance rehabilitates heroin 
addicts, takes them out of the crime syndrome, and gives them incentive to 
contribute to society via employment. Also, the data on addicts not in treatment 
suggests that methadone maintenance programs have had the side effect of making 
methadone more available as an ilUcit drug of choice. 

in.   METHADONE  THEFTS 

Thefts from pharmacies and other licit handlers of controlled substances account 
for a substantial portion of the illicit supply of synthetic narcotics found in the 
"street" traffic. The volume of methadone stolen from retail pharmacies has 
decreased dramatically, as indicated below. 

THEFTS OF METHADONE 

(Dosage units! 

Pharmacias Other Total 

Calendar year- 1972: 
Istquartar  201.887 12,955 214,842 
2d quarter  1.010,770 204,981 1,415,751 
3d quarter  75,283 149,954 225,237 
4thquar1er ^  184,818 93,973 278,791 

Total        1,472,758 461,863 1,934.621 

Calendar year—1973: 
Istquarter  106,602 559,927 666,529 
2d quarter /.  65.604 19,754 85,358 
3dquarter  14.1827 22.329 164,156 
4th quarter  

Total  314,033 602,010 916,043i 

A number of factors account for this decline in the volume of methadone stolen. 
During the Calendar Year 1973, total drug thefts averaged 8.6 million dosage 

units per quarter, as compared to 15.0 million per quarter in CY 72. In spite of 
this fact, the total number of thefts have increased from 1,300 per quarter in CY 
72 to 1,700 per quarter in FY 73. It must be surmised that security measures have 
improved considerably on the part of registrants, thereby reducing the quantity 
of drugs vulnerable to theft. 

A more significant fact is the publication in March, 1973, of new Federal 
Regulations Governing Methadone (Fed. Reg. Vol. 37, No. 242). These regu- 
lations effectively eliminated methadone as a prescription drug, thereby reducing 
pharmacy stocks of this substance. Since most thefts are made at the retail 
pharmacy level, the impact of these regulations has an immediate impact. The 
chart following illustrates the effects of this regulation. 

METHADONE THEFTS FROM PHARMACIES 

October-        January- July- 
December March       April-June        September 

1972 1973 1973 1973 

Northeett  
South  
Central  
Northwest  
West  

Total  272 387 278 92 

88 90 74 20 
77 114 98 23 
62 84 61 32 
2 6 5 1 
43 93 40 16 
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The impact of the new regulations is even more evident, when a single theft 
from a Philadelphia distributor in January, 1973, involving 500,000 dosage units, 
is discounted. 

IV.   DEA   CRIMINAL  ACTIVITY 

During a twelve month period (Oct. 72-Sept. 73) DEA laboratories analyzed 
methadone exhibits in only 77 cases. Nine of these caises were compliance investi- 
gations resulting in no criminal action. Of the remaining 68 cases, the largest case 
involved 2,977 tablets of methadone. The remaining cases ranged from ^ of a 
tablet to 281 tablets. Only 18 of the cases list«d manufacturer or presumptive 
manufacturer. Lilly was listed in all 18 cases, Endo in one. One defendant claimed 
he was enrolled in a maintenance program. 

A list of DEA cases by region is as follows: 

CRIMINAL CASES INVOLVING METHADONE, OCTOBER 1972 TO SEPTEMBER 1973 

State and 
local task 

Total DEA force 

Region: 
Boston  
New York  
Philadelphia  
Baltimore  
Miami   
Detroit  
Chicago  
Now Orleans  
Kansas City  
Dallas  
Denver  
Statue  
Los Angeles  

Total  

Conclusion 
The limited data available on DEA methadone enforcement activity prevents 

any correlation of DEA activity to the extent of the methadone problem in 
various areas. This is not only evident by the limited number of cases but al?o 
by the nature of the cases themselves. In the great majority of the 68 criminal 
cases only small amounts of methadone were involved while rather sizeable 
amounts of other drugs, principally heroin, were removed. 

The fact that the average criminal case involved only about 23 tablets ' per 
case indicates that we have not focu.»ed upon illicit methadone trafiicldng or 
defined the scope of the problem. 

v.   POLYDRUG ABUSE  AND  METHADONE 

From the data drawn from the Drug Abuse Warning Network, it is apparent 
that poly-drug abuse is increasing in severity, as indicated in the chart below. 

DEATHS AND INJURIES 

October- July- 
December January-       April-June        September 

1972      March 1973 1973 1973 

Deaths (total)  726 788 745 NA 
Percent o( poly-drug  28 37 54 NA 
Injuries (total)  3,901 4,063 3,808 3,923 
Percent of poly-drug  30 30 27 28 

NOTE.—Poly-drug Incidents Include all incidents in which at least 1 drug was used in combination with anither. 

While the amount of poly-drug use relative to total injuries has remained con- 
stant, the amount related to deaths has increased from 28% of all fatalities to 54% 
during the time period April-June 1973. This fact would imply that poly-drug 
use has far more damaging effects than the use of any drug taken alone, that 

2 1 
14 7 7 

2 
13 2 11 

2 
1  

3 
1  
3 

68 23 45 

' Excluding the case with 2,977 tablets. 
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poly-drug use is rapidly increasing, and may be, in and of itself, the ini^or drug 
problem in the United States. 

With this theory in mind, it is significant to examine those drug categories 
in which the most deaths have been reported. 

OUTHS 

October- 
December 

1972 

Jenuary- 
March 

1973 

Aprm 
Jun* 
1973 

Heroin (totel)  
Number in combinetion with otiier drufs.. 
Percent of poly-drug  
Metliedone (total)  
Number in combination with other drugs.. 
Percent of poly-drug  
Other narcotics (total)  
Number in combination with other drugs.. 
Percent of poly-drug  
Barbiturates (total)  
Number in combination with other drugs.. 
Percent of poly-drug  
Other depressants (total)  
Number in combination with other drugs.. 
Percent of poiy-drug  

51 15 14 
8 4 3 

16 27 21 
41 69 80 
19 41 53 
« 59 66 

2W 263 230 
67 71 107 
26 27 46 

260 330 272 
71 133 169 
27 40 62 
W 81 103 
30 33 52 
33 41 50 

While total heroin related deaths have decreased over this time period by 73%, 
this decrease has been largely offset by increased abuse of methadone and other 
narcotic drugs. During the period in question, methadone polydrug use resulted 
in an increase from 19 to 53 deaths, nationally. Similar increases were registered 
with other narcotics, primarily codeine derivatives and demoral. The evidence 
would indicate that methadone and morphine derivatives are rapidly replacing 
heroin as the opiate of choice, and that these drugs are more commonly used in 
combination with other substances. 

Of perhaps greater importance is the fact that increasing poly drug use involving 
barbiturates and other depressants account for the majority of deaths in these 
categories. 
Geographic distribiUion 

POLY-DRUG DEATHS AND INJURIES 

East coast South Central Northwest Wast 

Deaths  560 199 468 
Percent of poly-drug  32 51 41 
Injuries  6,245 3,629 3,972 
Percent ol pdy-drug   19 34 35 

1,023 
42 

1.849 
40 

• M. dMtto. 

It should be noted here that the above chart covering 9-12 months does not 
reflect the rise in poly-drug use that was existent from quarter-to-quarter in 
every region. Attention is drawn here to the fact that although the ETast Coast 
reported more deaths and injuries than any other section of the U.S., the Kaat 
had proportionately fewer poly-drug deaths and injuries as compared to the 
number of instances occurring from drugs taken singlj'. On the West Coast poly- 
drug abuse was more prominent implying that where methadone and heroin 
remain available there may be proportinately less poly-drug use. 
Summary 

A number of conclusions can be drawn from the previous survey. 
Poly-drug use is increasing in all areas of the U.S., although it is less pronounced 

in areas where methadone and/or heroin are widely available. 
In terms of addict population, poly-drug use appears more hstfmful than the 

use of most drugs taken alone. 
Methadone use and poly-drug use appear closely associated; the properties 

of methadone probably encourage the use of other drugs to achieve a "heroin- 
type" euphoric effect in some cases, while in other cases, it is abused as a sedative. 

The use of depres-sants in combination with other drugs and narcotics is in- 
creasing. It is widespread in all areas, and predominates in the South and the 
West Coast. 

41-912 O • 74 . 



62 

There is a demonstrated need to regulate the practices of methadone clinics 
more closely, thereby restricting supply. 

With methadone regulation, there is a need to restrict the availability of de- 
pressant drugs. Evidence presented by the DAWN system suggests thiat both 
methadone and barbiturates are widely available through illicit sources. 

Mr. HASTINGS. In regard to the Turkish decision to grow and then 
their subsequent announcement that they would only allow the 
straw process, I find some little diflFerence apparently in optimism 
between the State Department and DEA. 

If I can go to your statement, Mr. Bartels, and I will quote you 
directly, you say, "It is reportedly a more controllable process than 
that formerly used," and yet from the statement of the Department 
of State on September 20 they say, "We are very pleased with this 
decision for efiFective policing to make sure opium gum is not officially 
extracted." That is somewhat positive and I suspect that you are not 
(}uite as confined perhaps as State who I suppose has a different role 
in trying to maintain friendly relations with Turkey regardless of the 
opium situation. 

Could I ask for a clarification of your feelings on it, Mr. Bartels? 
Mr. BARTELS. Perhaps I am inherently a pessimist, but pessimism 

plays a very small role in my judgment. I am not encouraged that it 
will work although the Government of Turkey has said they are going 
to prevent diversion. The straw process has been a safe process in 
those countries without a history of widespread peasant knowledge 
of incision so that the mere use of straw in a lot of the bloc countries 
such as Yugoslavia has worked because the farmers do not know the 
agricultural technicalities and sensitivities of how and when to incise 
the pod. That art has been refined in Turkey and the straw process 
itself is not a panacea in Turkey. I believe State and I agree on this 
entirely so I don't think there is any doubt there. 

The other discouraging factors, as I state, are simply that despite 
the efforts of the Department of State, despite the efforts of the 
United Nations, despite the efforts of the International Narcotics 
Control Board, the Government of Turkey is now growing in seven 
Erovinces rather than four. They have declared an amnesty which 

as released a number of substantial traffickers and we have a situation 
where the former head of the Turkish National Police who was very 
cooperative was suddenly replaced—all of this without notice or 
details as to what were the efforts of control. 

Mr. HASTINGS. I was about to ask you about that because when 
I was in Turkey prior to their announced decision we had the oppor- 
tunity to spend some time with the Commissioner of Police and I 
understand that the reason for a deposition very well could be that 
he was not optimistic about the Turkish ability to be able to supervise 
the growth of poppy there but I have read in some reports from 
TurEsh papers that DEA has been charged with some very unusual 
chaises, that of actually hiring traffickers who in turn DEA would 
arrest and then obviously point with pride to the fact that you have 
been able to arrest smugglers. This report, I understand, is terribly 
erroneous but it that a move on the part of either the Turkish Gov- 
ernment or the Turkish press to discredit DEA and to perhaps move 
DEA agents out of the country? 

Mr. BARTELS. I don't know. It appeared in Cumhuriyet which is a 
daily paper out of Istanbul. I don't suppose it is improper for me to 
call it yellow journalism but it appeared naming the agents and 

f N 
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accusing them of complicity and it generally was part of the entire 
feeling with the Grovemment of Turkey that this opium issue was 
something of undue interference by the United States. The paper 
stated that they were dealers and should be thrown out. I don't 
beUeve that there will be any further action on it. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Ernst, on page 3 you talk about the Cabinet 
Committee and cite that the most recent meeting of the Cabinet 
Committee was held on November 27, 1972. I find it awfully hard to 
understand why, with the Turkish situation that was pending earlier 
this year, that the Cabinet Committee did not even meet and talk 
on this subject. 

Mr. ERNST. In connection with that, the working group of the 
Cabinet Committee met several times. The Cabinet Committee 
was not called presumably because it was felt that there was no 
action that it could take at that time. The U.S. position in opposition 
to lifting the ban was clear. 

Mr. HASTINGS. I find that awfully hard to understand. I was at the 
White House two or three times before I went over there. Certainly 
Mr. Bartels had been to Turkey, I know how strong he felt about it. 
The Ambassador came here. Bill Macomber, and I stayed with him in 
Turkey and I know that he was trying to transmit to State and the 
White House the serious offer pending decision by the Turkish Gov- 
ernment. Frankly, it just comes across to me that the State Department 
here does not react as strongly as some of the people who are on the 
scene and know what is going on. 

Now I understand with the other problems—and certainly the other 
froblems with Greece and Cyprus and so forth are serious matters, but 

find it difficult to understand how a Cabinet Committee on one of the 
most important decisions as it relates to illicit flow into this country 
would not even dignify that problem with a meeting. 

There are a great number of other questions. I am not going to take 
the other subcommittee members' time vrtth this. I hope we have an 
opportunity later, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. ROGERS. We will come back. 
Mr. Preyer. 
Mr. PREYER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I think from what we have heard. Dr. DuPont's statement is 

certainly accurate that we have a "genuinely new situation and a 
worrisome one." You have pointed out how this constantly shifting 
pattern of drug use requires a great deal of flexibility and every time 
you turn a comer you find another comer. 

One of those shifting new patterns that I was interested in was the 
growth in heroin addiction in smaller cities like Macon, Ga.; Jackson, 
Miss.; Des Moines, Iowa. We have always felt that the small towns 
and the rural areas built the kind of character that guarded against 
this sort of thing. Perhaps you can guess I am from a district of smaller 
towns. 

Is this trafficking the result of an increase in the use of dmgs because 
of cultural changes, or is there any evidence that traffickers are moving 
into these areas because they are safer areas? 

Mr. BARTELS. I would agree with your former statement that it is 
based on the premise that all forms of drug addiction, whether it be 
marihuana or heroin, spread from peer group pressure and the safety 
that has come in smaller and middle sized towns has been the safety 
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built on stronger community pressure, whether it be religious, family 
or ethnic, in promoting the norms of the society and that any sort of 
concept of total drug involvement would be deviant behavior in that 
sort of a community. With the ability of people to travel in an open 
society on airplanes we have seen a spreading of this to a greater extent. 

So I would agree with your prior statement that it is a result of an 
absolute increase and that this is a problem, as the chairman said, 
that is not like a war that is won but is more of a continuing problem 
that req[uires, much like a garden, continual weeding at a fairly nigh level 
Otherwise, as Dr. DuPont says, you have a group that is just going 
to become drug dependent whether it is marihuana, heroin, alcohol or 
hallucinogens and that spreads and becomes less of individual deviant 
behavior than the community norm and as it spreads from the central 
inner city it can flow out. 

Mr. PREYER. Dr. DuPont mentioned a study of ten towns and he 
mentioned Greensboro which happens to be my home town. Did I 
understand you to say the study there showed that it has leveled oflF? 

Dr. DUPONT. Yes, sir. Greensboro was one of the cities that did not 
show a current escalation of the heroin problem. I would be verj' 
happy to share with you the data specifically about Greensboro. 

Mr. PREYER. I would be very interested in seeing that. 
[The following information was received for the record:] 

GBEENSBORO, NORTH CAROLINA—HEROIN USE STUDT 

I. INTBODUCTION 

Greensboro (1973 estimated population 150,000), the county seat of Guilford 
County, is located in the Piedmont Cresent, the most highly urbanized and 
industrialized region of the state. Fifteen percent of Greensboro's population is in 
the 14-24 year age range. The median age is 25.6. Racial distribution for Greens- 
boro was approximately 72 percent white and 28 percent black. Other racial 
ethnic groups constitute less than one percent of the population. 

Guilford County contains (partially) a second major city. High Point (1970 
population 63,000), about 20 miles from Greensboro. In 1970 High Point's popula- 
tion distribution was 78 percent white and 22 percent black. 

There are no major military installations in the Greensboro area. The city has 
several colleges, the largest of which is the University of North Carolina, Greens- 
boro branch (enrollment 6,500). There are three hospitals, one of which treats the 
majority of drug-related emergencies. There is a County Health Department and 
a County Medical Examiner's Office. The latter is staffed on a rotating basis by 
local physicians. Law enforcement is the responsibility of the Greensboro Police 
Department. 

[Editor's note: Figures 36 through 43 mentioned In thU report are not printed becausi' 
they were not clear enough to reproduce. 1 

Drug abuse treatment was initially provided by the Guilford County Com- 
munity Mental Health Program. In 1971 the Drug Action Council, a multi- 
modality program was organized to centralize treatment activities. It is jointly 
funded by private, city, county, state and Federal sources. The Drug Action 
Council receives $325,000 in Federal funds and has 181 treatment slots, the 
majority of which are for drug free treatment. The program is currently running 
at 70 percent capacity. 

II. QUANTITATIVE DATA OBTAINED DTTRINO SITE VISIT 

A. Data from treatment program 
Figure 36 displays incidence of first heroin use data for Greensboro residents 

obtained from Drug Action Council (DAC) admissions.' Peak use clearly occurred 
in 1969,  even when corrected for  1974 total admissions and lag.  Such cor- 

< 1974 admissions were projected to an estimated annual total based on data Bvallable 
through April 1974. 
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rections do little to alter the basic form of the incidence cnrve. Age at admission for 
Greensboro addicts has steadily increased, corroborating the 1969 peak in new use: 
Year: Mean age 

1971.- - - -.     20.8 
1972 - -. .-     24.0 
1973          24.8 
1974       25.0 

Figure 37 describes DAC admissions who were not residents of Greensboro. 
They may be either from the remainder of Guilford County or elsewhere. The 1968 
peak and the smaller 1971 peak probably indicate different micro-epidemics, and 
the latter may actually have peaked in 1972, though the lag correction for this 
group is uncertain. Precise residence of these individuals was not known. Many 
were reported to live in nearby High Point, North Carolina. The High Point 
treatment program was visited to investigate this possibility. 

High Point^ treatment program data (Figure 38) are harder to interpret, 
perhaps because the treated population may be less homogeneous. Figure 33 data 
re not restricted to High Point residents' and the poly-modal curve may be due 
to varying peaks of use among geographically or ethnically distinct cohorts. Like 
Greensboro there is an obvious 1969 peak, but also evidence of a peak in 1966. 
Lag corrections suggest that incidence may also be currently rising, but such 
corrections are based on Greensboro lag data (since the High Point program is 
only two years old). 
B. Hepatitis data 

Hepatitis cases are reported to the Guilford County Health Department, from 
which the data in Figure 39 were obtained. Hepatitis-B-associated antigen testing 
for serum hepatitis is inconsistent, and, as usual, has been growing during the 
critical period of heroin use. 

Figiire 39 shows diagnosed serum cases (solid line) and serum plus infectious 
cases 15-29 year olds—the heroin susceptible age range (broken line). 

The most striking property of both curves is that neither remotely reflects the 
pattern of heroin use implied by the incidence curve. Figure 36. Assuming that a 
user is equally likely to contact hepatitis diiring active use (proportional only to 
the intensity of his use, i.e., frequency of exposure by injections), then hepatitis 
cases (if drug related) should have peaked around 1970 or 1971. This period should 
represent maximum prevalence, before the treatment program had succeeded in 
removing many users from the active pool. There is no coincidence between this 
inferred prevalence peak and the peak of hepatitis cases. 

Similar data are not available for High Point, but Figure 40 shows reported 
serum cases for Guilford County, excluding Greensboro cases. Numbers are so 
small as to be inconclusive, especially when viewed against the difficulties in the 
Greensboro serum hepatitis case data. 
C. Heroin Overdose Deaths 

North Carolina has a medical examiner system. Close attention is paid to 
heroin overdose deaths, demonstrated by the diagnostic sophistication shown in 
the Carolina Forensic Bulletin, April 1973, "Heroin Associated Deaths, Including 
the North Carolina Experience (1969-1972)", the source of the following data. 

Figure 41 displays reported heroin-related deaths for the State and for Greens- 
boro. While State totals have fluctuated, Greensboro has remained constant at 
2 per year. 
D. Heroin overdose emergencies 

The majority of drug overdoses are treated at the emergency room of the Cone 
Memorial Hospital, which operates 24 hours a day. Records of drug incidents 
were not kept separately. No objective data were obtained. 

Many emergencies apparently do not receive any medical attention, according 
to the staff of Switchboard, a telephone crisis intervention service. Unfortunately 
Switchboard's own files are chaotic, so that not even crude statistical data were 
obtainable. In general, emergencies were correlated with rock concerts which 
attracted large groups of nonindigenous youngsters. Calls were also more frequent 
on weekends. 

' Renldence was not available from treatment records. 
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E. Law enforcement data 
Property crime has continued to rise in Greensboro, after a dip in 1971 (Figure 

42). This 1971 decline occurred one year after the peak of heroin incidence. The 
subsequent increase is unexplained 

Narcotics arrests (chiefly marijuana) increased sharply between 1972 and 
1973, but will probably decline slightly in 1974. Heroin arrests have been separated 
in police records only during 1973 and 1974. Based on an extrapolation from four 
months of data, it is expected heroin arrests will also decline in 1974, not only in 
absolute numbers (from 73 to an estimated 42) but also relative to all drug law 
arrests (from 11.4 percent of the total in 1973 to an estimated 7.6 percent of the 
total in 1974). See Figure 43. 
F. University community 

Several small colleges are located in Greensboro. The largest is the University 
of North Carolina at Greensboro. No data were obtained on drug use from any of 
these schools. 

Conversations with a consulting psychiatrist from the UNCG health service 
yielded no special insights, only routine reports of non-opiate drug use. 
O.   MiUtary communUy 

There are no major military installations in the Greensboro area. 

III.   CONCLUSIONS 

The following data are consistent with the conclusion that heroin use incidence 
in Greensboro has peaked and is not declining towards endemic levels: 

(a) The treatment based heroin use incidence curve, which shows a sharp peak 
in 1969 and subsequent decline, even when corrected for lag. 

(6) Rising mean age among year cohorts of addicts first admitted to treatment. 
(e) Low numbers of both fatal and non-fatal heroin overdose episodes. 
((^ Low numbers of arrests for possession and sale of opiates. 
(e) Absence of any reported heroin problem in the University community. 
Data which were ambiguous included: 
(a) Hepatitis data 
(6) Property crime data 
None of the data sources suggested that heroin use incidence was increasing in 

Greensboro. 
Several pieces of information suggested that nearby High Point may be the site 

of rising levels of heroin use. These included admission data on High Point resi- 
dents seen in the Greensboro program and admission data from the Hig;h Point 
treatment program itself. When corrected for lag, the data suggest rising heroin 
use in this community. 

IV.   RECOMMENDATIONS 

In view of the above findings, the following suggestions for future steps that 
might be taken are mtide: 

(a) Assess the incidence and prevalanece of heroin use in High Point, North 
Carolina. 

(6) Continue to monitor heroin incidence indicators in the Greensboro program, 
as well as client demographic data to determine changing patterns of heroin use. 

Mr. PRETER. YOU mentioned earlier and then switched to another 
area that in July of 1974 the Department of Defense suspended all 
urinalysis and apparently as a result there has been a 50-percent 
increase in almost a year in drug use. Why was that suspended? Was 
that because of some legal test case of invasion of privacy or was it 
an administrative decision? 

Dr. Du PONT. Well, it was an administrative decision triggered by 
a court case. There were two court cases, one in the U.S. District 
Court before Judge Gerhard Gesell here in the District of Columbia 
and that was followed by a court case at the U.S. Court of Military 
Appeals. In both cases the problem was that the military was 
using essentially a health test to start disciplinary actions against 
some soldiers. The court basically ruled that the military had to 
decide whether its urine testing activity was a law enforcement ac- 
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tivity or a health activity. If it was a law enforcement activity, then 
constitutional safeguards had to be observed; if it was a health activity, 
then disciplinary action could not be applied against the individuals. 

Now my own argument to the Department of Defense is that in 
fact they can continue mandatory unne testing as a health activity 
and they should do that. The question has been under consideration 
in the Department of Defense and I am not entirely pessimistic that 
they may come to a satisfactory conclusion about it. But at the 
moment I am distressed that the weeks are going by with no urine 
testing. 

Mr. PREYEB. I hope you are successful on that. If the military 
decides that they cannot set up the program in a wajr that would 
meet these court tests, I would think this committee might want to 
take a look at legislation to correct those court decisions oecause the 
relationship between urinalysis and addiction seems very direct, and 
certainly urinalysis is a good way to stop this problem in the military 
at least. 

Mr. ROGERS. Would the gentleman yield? 
Mr. PHETER. Yes. 
Mr. ROGERS. I think it would be helpful to the committee if you 

would furnish us copies of your correspondence and the correspondence 
of the Department of Defense on this matter. Identify for us the 
official with whom you are dealing. 

Dr. Du PONT. Yes, sir, I will be glad to. 
[Testimony resumes on p. 76.] 
[The following correspondence was received for the record:] 

COBRESPONDENCE   CONCEBNINO  SOSPENSION   OF   AND   REINSTATEMENT  OF  MAN- 

DATOBT  URINALTSIB PROORAM IN THE ARMED SERVICES 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
SPECIAL ACTION OFFICE FOR DRUG ABUSE PREVENTION, 

WMhington, D.C., October 17, 1974- 
Hon. MARTIN R. HOFFMANN, 
Oeneral Countel, Departmerd of Defente, 
Wathington, B.C. 

DEAR MB. HOFFMANN: Thank you for your letter of October 10, 1974. Your 
statement that action to restore a meaningful drug abuse campaign" will have 
to be delayed while empirical evidence is sought to determine the precise effect 
of the recent suspension of involuntary urinalysis testing" seems to us to be 
inconsistent with your acknowledgement of "the need for expedited action." 
It is also inconsistent with our own evaluation of the situation, which is that there 
is ample evidence already that the effect of the suspension has been serious if not 
disastrous. It is not the purpose of this letter, however, to pursue the issue of the 
necessity of urinalysis from a policy standpoint, but rather to examine, from an 
essentially legal perspective, the three measures proposed in your letter to me. 

The purpose of the proposed Presidential proclamation, as I understand it, is 
to convince the Court of Military Appeals that requiring a serviceman to leave 
the service by way of a general cuscharge is not action of such a punitive nature 
as to raise an issue of self-incrimination under Article 31 of the Uniform Code of 
Military Justice. Given the construction which that Court has placed on Article 31, 
it seems to me that the effort is likely to fail. The draft proclamation is obviously 
designed as evidence to support the proposition that a general discharge is just 
as good as an honorable discharge. Unfortunately, the logical corollary to that 
would be the proposition that an honorable discharge is no better than a general 
discharge, and if that is true, the Court is apt to inquire why, then, you refuse to 
give an honorable discharge to drug abusers and thus avoid altogether this 
vexatious issue. There being no satisfactory answer to this question, I am very 
much afraid that the bench and the pubUc alike might perceive the proclamation 
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as a piece of transparent flummery. If I am wrong about this, if the proclamation 
were actually issued and taken at face value, then it seems to me you would have 
destroyed the very thing you are trying to protect, namely, the distinction whioh 
rightfully attaches to the award of an honorable discharge. That, of course, is a 
matter outside the strict responsibility of this agency. 

In the absence of greater specificity, it is difficult to evaluate your second pro- 
posal, but I must observe that the general tone in which is expressed seems most 
unfortunate. To be legally acceptable and therapeutically effective, a rehabilitation 
program has to be exactly that, and not a punishmentin disguise. To the extent 
that pre-Ruiz rehabilitation programs are revised, the revisions must be based 
on bona fide treatment considerations and not on an effort to restore the pre-Ruiz 
discbarge policy by making superficial procedural changes. I trust that this was 
not your intent, but a misunderstanding at any level as to the purpose of any 
changes which are made would invite legal jeopardy no less than programmatic 
failure. 

Finally, while it takes a bolder man than I to predict the outcome of litigation, 
it seems to me that your problem with Ruiz is not one whioh is likely to be solved 
be presenting the Coiirt with a more appealing case on the facts. Speaking of 
Article 31, the Court flatly holds, "This section of the Uniform Code has a broader 
sweep than the Fifth Amendment to the United States Constitution," and cites a 
line of its own cases developing this doctrine. However much I disagree on policy 
grounds with the aspects of that doctrine which are here involved, I would hate to 
stake very much on the chance of persuading the Court to reverse it now. 

Despite these reservations about the three measures proposed in your letter of 
the 10th, I do not wish to leave the impression that we think nothing can be done. 
On the contrary, we continue to urge that mandatory urinalysis be reinstituted 
forthwith, since the only modification necessary in the light of Ruiz would be 
that the urinalysis results may not be used in making any determination regarding 
discharge. Quite without any further programmatic modification, the probability 
is that the great majority of those detected through urinalysis either would be 
successfully rehabilitated, or would be discharged for unsati.sfactory performance 
or the commission of discipUnary infractions. Considering how much is at stake, I 
hopw you will find it possible to reexamine your position with respect to this pro- 
gram which so many people in your Department worked so hard to bring to 
fruition, and whose benefits are now so sorely missed. 

Sincerely yours, 
GRASTY CREWS II, 

Oeneral Counsel. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICK OF THE PRESIDENT, 
SPECIAL ACTION OFFICE FOR DRUO ABUSE PREVENTION, 

Washington, B.C., October 11, 1974. 
Hon. JAMES R. SCRLESINOER, 
Secretary of Defense, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. SCHLESINOER: AS Director of the Special Action Oflice for Drug 
Abuse Prevention and the National Institute on Drug Abuse, I first wrote on 
July 30, 1974 to express my concern about the suspension of urinalysis testing and 
to urge the reinstitution of a mandatory urinalysis program. I want to again 
create an opportunity to suggest in the strongest terms that the urinaljrsis issue 
be promptly resolved. Also, I will propose that a unique and valuable opportunity 
for documentation of the deterrent effect of urinalysis be exploited as soon aa 
possible. 

I see the opportunity in the context that urinalysis has historically been con- 
sidered as primarily a preventive effort, through its assumed deterrent effect 
upon drug use; only in a secondary sense was urinalysis planned to be an identifica- 
tion tool. However, results to date are in large measure reversed; the Department 
of Defense effort to bring servicemen into treatment through the screening process 
has more than proven tne value of urinalysis as an identification technique, while 
major questions still exist as to the deterrent effects of urinalysis. Very little 
evidence exists as to the "before and after" effects of conducting urinalysis. Now, 
due to the suspension of all testing on July 18, a unique opportunity exists to 
demonstrate the basic value of urinalysis as a deterrent measure. A natural 
experiment has already begun which, if followed up, could contribute significantly 
to the national drug abuse prevention effort. 
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urinaljfsis is to be reinstituted within DOD, the Special Action OflBce and the 
Department of Defense collaborate in a large scale unannounced random testing 
of servicemen worldwide, to be conducted prior to any possible announcement of 
resumption of urinalysis. The results of this test would not be used to refer to 
treatment, nor to take any administrative or legal action. These results, however, 
when compared with pre-suspension testing data would give us clear indications 
of the deterrence provided by the previous urine screening program. This type of 
experiment would be of considerable value to the military community, and of 
equal benefit to the civilian community in understanding implications of urinalysis 
in such areas as employment surveillance and the monitoring of community- 
based treatment efforts. 

I would like to meet with you and members of your staff to discuss my concerns 
regarding the urinalysis suspension as well as this proposed project. To maximize 
the potential for the success of this experiment, a meeting as soon as possible is 
most desirable. 

I hope that you will collaborate with the Special Action Office on this important 
endeavor, and look forward to meeting with you in the near future. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT L. DUPONT, M.D., 

Direclor 

EXECUTIVE OmcE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
SPECIAL ACTION OFFICE FOR DRUG ABUSE PREVENTION, 

Washington, D.C., October It, 1974. 
Memorandum for: Dr. James R. Cowan, Assistant Secretary of Defense for 

Health and Environment, HQ, USAREUR, Heidelberg, Germany. 
From: Robert L. Dupont, M.D., Director, SAODAP. 
Subject: Urinalysis. 

1. Have this date communicated by letter to Mr. Schlesinger regarding con- 
ducting research to validate deterrent effect of urinalysis. Summary of my message 
follows: 

(a) To date urinalysis in armed forces has served primarily as tool to 
identify drug abusers. Most involved in drug abuse control program believe 
but cannot demonstrate that urinalysis also serves as preventive measure, 
deterring initial drug abuse in some individuals. 

(6) Unique opportunity now exists within services to demonstrate if urine 
screening does in fact deter use, and if so, to measure extent to which the 
previous program did deter. This opportunity valuable from military view- 
point, and also has significant implications for many important elements of 
the national drug abuse prevention effort. 

(c) Propose that within next several weeks, whether or not urinalysis 
reinstituted, SAO and your office collaborate in unannounced, random testing 
of servicemen worldwide. Results not repeat not to be used to refer to treat- 
ment or for administrative or legal action. Results to be compared to pre- 
suspension testing data to give us clear indications of the deterrence provided 
by previous urine-screening program. 

2. Am prepared to discuss proposal with you soon after your return. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE, 
OFFICE OF THE GENERAL COUNSEL, 

Waghington, D.C., October 10, 1974. 
GRASTY CREWS II, Esq., 
General Counsel, Special Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention, Executive Office 

of the President, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. CREWS: The concern expressed in your letter of September 27th 

about the suspension of involuntary drug abuse testing in the armed forces is 
appreciated. Authorities in the Department of Defense share your disappointment 
at this development which resulted from issuance by the Court of Military Ap- 
peals of the Ruis decision. 

Several measures are now being considered to restore a meanin^ul drug abuse 
campaign. Before adopting a new course of action empirical evidence is to be 
80U(^t to determine tne precise effect of the recent suspension of involuntary 
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tuinalysis testing. Because of the need for expedited action, the earlier proposal to 
seek legislation to amend article 31 of the Uniform Code of Military Justice wiH 
be pursued only as a last resort. Priority will now be given to three new measures 
which are designed to permit resumption of involuntary urinalysis testing with a 
concomitant use of the general discharge for those drug offenders who cannot be 
rehabilitated. These proposed measures are summarizedf below. 

1. Action will be taken to enhance the image of the general discharge. To 
accomplish this purpose the President is to be requested to issue a proclamation 
we have prepared. A copy of the text of this proclamation is enclosed for your 
convenience. The aflSrmative assistance of yoMi office in recommending favorable 
action by the White House will be appreciated. As a shorter-range expedient the 
DoD Directive which provides for the general discharge will be amended to 
einphasize the true nature and effect of this type of discharge. 

2. The rehabilitation program employed in connection with involuntary urin- 
alysis testing will be revised to include a requirement for the performance of 
certain special duties by drug offenders who are participants in the program. A 
general discharge for those who cannot be rehabilitated will be based, when 
appropriate, on other discreditable conduct and, when such conduct is not in the 
record, on failure to perform the special rehabiUtation program duties when there 
is such a failure. 

3. A new court-martial case, styled United Slates v. MacFarland, which is now 
being processed in appellate channels of the court-martial system, is to be groomed 
to obtain a reconsideration of the Ruiz doctrine in the Court of Military Appeals. 
The idea here is that MacFarland will eventually have the effect of devitalizing 
Ruiz. 

It is hoped that the proposed new measures will prove to be effective. As noted 
above, your support of the Presidential proclamation is specifically requested. 

Sincerely yours, 
MARTIN R. HOFFMANN. 

Enclosure. 

A PROCLAMATION BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

Whereas the nature and effect of the general discharge from military service in 
the armed forces of the United States have been brought into question recently as a 
result of pcpular misconceptions; and 

Whereas even the courts have had occasion to misconstrue the nature and effect 
of the general discharge; and 

Whereas it is essential, in the interests of maintaining the integrity of proper 
personnel administration in the armed forces, to correct these misconceptions: 
Now, therefore, 

I, Gerald R. Ford. President of the United States of America, acting under and 
by virtue of the authority vested in me as President and as commander in chief 
of the armed forces of the United States, do hereby clarify for all individuals and 
iDst'tutions the true nature of the aforementioned general discharge by formally 
proclaiming herein the principal incidents that are to be attributed to it. 

1. The general discharge denotes honorable service in the armed forces of the 
United States and is awarded for the faithful performance of military duty. 

2. Accordingly, the general discharge is not to be construed as importing in any 
way military service that is less than fully honorable or to have the effect of 
imputing any kind of stigma to those to whom such a discharge is awarded. 

3. In view of the true character of the general discharge all benefits that are 
provided by departments and agencies of the United States Government to 
veterans of service in the armed forces shall be accorded to those who have been 
separated with such a discharge. 

4. Further, it is within the contemplation of this Proclamation that all benefits, 
privileges, status and eligibility attributed to honorable service in the armed forces 
shall be accorded to recipients of the general discharge by all employers in the 
private sector and by the public at large. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my hand this day of October in 
the year of our Lord nineteen hundred seventy-four and of the independence of the 
United States of America the one htmdred ninety-eighth. 



71 

DEPARTMENT or DEFENSE, 
OFTICE OF ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 

Washington, D.C., October 7, 1974. 
Hon. JOHN C. STENNIS, 
Chairman, Committee on Armed Services, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN : This is to acknowledge your letter of October 3 in which 
you request that mandatory urinalysis be reinstated. 

Your letter is receiving attention and you can expect a further reply at an early 
date. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN M. MAURY, 

Legislative Affairs. 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 

Washington, D.C, October 3, 1974. 
Hon. JAMES R. SCHLESINOER, 
Secretary of Defense, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MB. SECRETARY: I am disturbed about reports reaching me which 
suggest that the discipline and perhaps the combat readiness of United States 
Military personnel in this country and elsewhere have deteriorated since your 
order of July 16, 1974, suspending mandatory urine-testing as a means of identi- 
fying drug abusers among our younger troops. The purpose of this letter is to share 
my conem about these reports with you and to request that mandatory urinalysis 
be reinstated. 

Since urine-testing was suspended, I am advised, criminal investigations of 
drug-related crime and discipUnary actions, such as Article 15's, have been in- 
creasing within the Armed Services. I am further advised that in the areas of 
heaviest troop concentrations, including the Continental United States, drug 
usage had begun rising during the month or so before testing was susprnded, in 
contrast with seasonal trends of a year ago. Some of the sharpest rises occurred 
among members of the Navy and the Marine Corps on the West Coast where, I 
understand, Mexican brown heroin is appearing in increasing volume. An equally 
disturbing sign is that since the suspension of testing, there has been a sharp decline 
in numbers of military drug users receiving treatment and rehabilitative services. 

My information indicates that many unit commanders in the field want manda- 
tory unrine-testing resumed, for its value not only in detecting drug abusers 
but also as a deterrent against drug abuse by others among their personnel. In 
addition, I am advised, the Commander-in-Chief of our Pacific command recently 
sent a request to the Joint Chiefs of Staff that mandatory testing be reinstated. 

I well appreciate the difficulties that have arisen for the Department of Defense 
and for the Army particularly, as a result of recent adverse court decisions related 
to the urine-testing program. However, in the absence of any court order for- 
bidding urinalysis outright, I believe the Department is obligated to resume the 
use of this tool as a means of safeguarding the combat-readiness, health, and 
discipline of our Armed Forces. 

I would appreciate your giving these concerns of mine your most serious 
consideration,   and   I   would   be   grateful   to   have  your  comments   at your 
earlief t convenience. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN C. STENNIS, 

Chairman. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE O* THE PRESIDENT, 
SPECIAL ACTION OFFICE FOR DRUG ABUSE PREVENTION, 

Washington, D.C, September S7, 1974. 
Hon. MARTIN R. HOFFMANN, 
Oeneral Counsel, Department of Defense, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. HOFFMANN: AS you know, the Special Action Office for Drug Abuse 
Prevention is vitally interested in the drug abuse testing programs of the Armed 
Forces. The urgent necessity for developing and implementing such programs was 
one of the principal considerations which led to the establishment of this Office 
by Executive Order in 1971, and to its statutory creation—with a clear responsi- 
bility with respect to drug abuse prevention functions conducted by the Armed 
Forces—in 1972. 
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At this point, the information available to us suggests that continued failuie 
by the Department of Defense to respond to the letter of July 30, 1974 from the 
Director of this office to the Secretary of Defense would carry a serious risk that 
drug abuse in the Armed Forces will once again approach crisis levels. I have 
read with care your memorandum of August 1.3, 1974 to Geoffrey Shepard. As 
you know, the suspension of the urinalysis ))rogram, as it existed prior to the 
Ruiz decision, and the failure of the Department of Defense to develop a modifica- 
tion of that program in the light of Ruiz, were predicated upon the hope that 
Ruiz would be reversed upon rehearing. It is now more than a month since any 
basis for such a hope was demolished, and the need for action is urgent. 

Your conclusion, that "Hlegislative action may be necessary to resolve the 
impasse wrought by Ruiz," in no way obviates the necessity for an interim pro- 
gram. Such a program can, we believe, be constructed by eliminating any dis- 
charge consequences, honorable or otherwise, from a positive urine sample. This 
may result in some individuals being retained in the service who, under the pre- 
Ruiz procedures, might have been more promptly discharged, but in the post- 
Ruiz legal environment it clearly carries no such cost. Obviously, a urinalysis 
program whose results cannot be considered in making discharge determination 
cannot have less direct on those determinations than a program which is not 
carried out at all. It was never the primary purpose of the program to furnish a 
basis for discharge determination, and the fact that it now cannot legally serve 
that purpose does not appear to be a valid reason for its discontinuance. 

The underlying rationale of Ruiz appears to be that the Congress, by its approval 
of Article 31 of the Uniform Code of Military Justice, intended to cloak militarj- 
personnel with significantly greater protections than are afforded civilians under 
the Fifth Amendment. I share your apparent view that this is an unsound doctrine 
whose reversal can now come only by way of legislative action. Although this is 
an issue where implications obviously extend far beyond the field of drug abuse 
prevention and treatment, it you feel that we can be of any assistance in framing 
appropriate legislation, please be assured of our willingness to do so. 

Meanwhile, however, I must reiterate our view that action is urgently needed. 
As noted in Dr. DuPont's letter of July 30, 1974, referred to above, mandatory 
urinalysis produces results both in terms of prevention and rehabilitation which, 
at least in the present state of our knowledge, cannot be achieved by any other 
means. Its value as an early warning system is difficult to overemphasize. Its 
loss is already being felt, and in some areas, quite seriously so. The only benefit 
which can flow from its termination is to provide an easy solution for certain 
legiil and administrative problems. It is our view that this would be a trivial 
recompense for the risks in terms of military effectiveness alone, not to mention 
the human costs. We will be more than happy to lend our assistance in developing 
a program which, pending the enactment of appropriate legislation, will reconcile 
the requirements of Ruiz with the maintenance of military effectivene.ss. 

Sincerely yours, 
GRASTY CBEWS II, 

General Counsel. 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 

WashingUm, D.C., August H, 1974. 
Hon. JAMES R. SCHLESINOER, 
Secretary of Defense, 
Washington, D.C. 

MY DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I am grateful to Dr. Cowan, the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense (Health and Environment), for his recent letter enclosing a copy of the 
opinion of the United States Court of Military Appeals in the case of United 
Slates v. Ruiz and the Department of Defense press release announcing the 
suspension of urine testing by the Military Departments. I understand that the 
court has since affirmed its decision by denying the Army's petition for a rehearing. 

I have reviewed both of the documents that Dr. Cowan sent me, and it is my 
considered judgment that the suspension of urine testing is neither warranted nor 
required under the Ruiz opinion and, moreover, is contrary to Title V of Public 
Law 92-129. That law provides: "The Secretary of Defense shall prescribe and 
implement procedures, utilizing all practical available methods, and provide 
necessary facilities to (1) identify, treat, and rehabilitate members of the Armed 
Forces who are drug or alcohol" dependent persons, and (2) identify those in- 
dividuals examined at Armed Forces examining and entrance stations who are 
drug or alcohol dependent persons . . . (emphasis supplied)". 
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As you know, since the summer of 1971 the Military Services have relied upon 
urine testine as the best available technique for identifying users of a variety of 
dangerous drugs prior to placing them in treatment, and for monitoring the 
success of rehabilitation efforts. 

I find nothing in the Ruiz opinion that casts doubt on the legality of urine 
testing for these purposes; indeed, at one point the court concedes that "urine 
samples and retests may be essential to the (Army's drug rehabilitation) program." 
The choice appears discharges to those identified through the program as drug 
users and found not to be amenable to rehabilitation, or discontmuing the urinal- 
ysis program in order to retain the option of administratively discharging drug 
users who cannot be rehabilitated within the services. 

While I recognize the Defen&e Department's reluctance to allow honorable 
discharges for persistent drug users, it seems to me that whatever disadvantages 
this course may entail are far outweighed by the costs of discontinuing the 
testing program. Loss of this program would undermine what many authorities 
regard as the most exemplary drug abuse prevention and control program 
sponsored by the Federal Government. 

Military commanders would be left without an important deterrent and would 
be tempted to resort to some of the haphazard methods which were common 
before the urinalysis program became available. Treatment specialists would be 
denied a key tool for gauging the reponse of drug abuse patients. Under such 
conditions, I am concerned that undetected drug abuse would flourish in some 
areas, morale and combat readiness would suffer, and the risk of eroding individual 
rights would increase. 

I therefore urge that you reconsider and reverse your decision to suspend the 
testing program of the Defense Department. 

With sincere best wishes, 
HAROLD E. HUGHES, 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Drug Abuse in the Military Services. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
SPECIAL ACTION OFFICE FOR DRUG ABUSE PREVENTION, 

Washington, B.C., August 8, 1974. 
Memorandum to: Geoff Shepard. 
From: Robert L. DuPont, M.D. 
Subject: DOD urinalysis suspension. 
Purpose 

This memorandum states the position of the Special Action OfBce for Drug 
Abufe Prevention that the Department of Defense urinalysis program should be 
continued on a mandatory basis. 
Background 

Since June 17, 1971, the miUtary services have been required to conduct urine 
screening tests for illicit drugs; DOD Instructions 1010.1 prescribe the urinalysis 
program. 

On July 18, 1974, a memorandum from Mr. Clements, Deputy Secretary of 
Defense, to the Secretaries of the military departments 8usp>ended the urinalysis 
program. 

On July 30, 1974, a letter from this OflSce to the Secretary of Defense urged 
reinstatement of the mandatory urinalysis program. 
Facts Bearing on the Discussion 

Prior to the inception of urinalysis testing in June 1971, the military services 
had neither a valid indicator of the level of military drug abuse nor an effective 
system for screening out drug abusers upon entry into the military. 

Since inception in 1972 of urinalysis testing of all entering servicemen at their 
first duty station, nearly 1,000 servicemen have been identified as drug abusers 
in a single quarter. These were men who weie not detected during the thorough 
phy.«ical examination at the Armed Forces Examining and Entrance Stations 
(APEES). 

From June 1971 through May 1974, the urinalysis system has confirmed 
72,328 urine samples as positive for opiates, barbiturates or amphetamines. 
This figure represents approximately five Army divisions. Individuals confirmed 
positive were leferred to treatment and rehabilitation services. 
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Of those servicemen identified as drug abusers, recent figures indicate that 
three out of four are returned to duty following treatment and rehabilitation. 

A tightly run urinalysis program will deter drug abuse, identify abusers early 
and channel them into treatment, thereby reducing the overall level of drug abuse. 
An example of this occtirred in Thailand in the fall of 1972. At that time, heroin 
use among Air Force troops apparently approached the proportions of the "heroin 
epidemic among troops in Vietnam. A clinically confirmed positive rate of 
approximately 3.0% persisted. A tightening of the urinalysis system in Thailand 
resulted in a reduction in the rate of clinically confirmed positives to less than 
1.0% by January, 1973. 

Members of the Senate AlcohoUsm and Narcotics Subcommittee, The Special 
Studies Subcommittee of the House Government Operations Committee, and 
the House Armed Services Committee have informally expressed great concern 
over the suspension of military urinalyses. 

The General Counsel of the Special Action OflSce has concluded that two 
options are offered by the United States Court of Military Appeals opinion in 
the case of the United States v. Ruiz. The essence of the opinion is in the follow- 
ing sentence, quoted from Page 5 of the court opinion: 

The answer lies not in depriving the accused of his rights, however inadvertent 
that might be, but in assuring eilher his voluntary cooperation or separating him 
from the service without penalty." (Emphasis suppUed) 

The court opinion states that the military system may be either an entirely 
voluntary system, similar to that found in civilian communities, or that the 
services may continue urinalysis on a mandatorj' basis. In the latter case, the 
worst possible consequence to the individual for positive urine samples would 
be separation from the service with an honorable discharge. 
Discussion of Options 

Option 1: Cease mandatory urinalysis and adopt a voluntary (civilianized) 
system. 

Advantages 
Complies with the court opinion of the U.S. Court of Military Appeals. 
Prevents manipulation of the urinalysis system by drug abusers who may desire 

to obtain early release and honorable discharge from service. 
Precludes a policy of giving honorable discharges to drug abusing service mem- 

bers, if their worst action has been positive urine. 
Places the maximum emphasis on health care aspects of drug abuse, by requiring 

the military to use a voluntary drug abuse detection and treatment system. 
IH9ad»anta{ies 

Does not measure the level of drug abuse in the armed forces. The military 
leader or manager will no longer know the extent of drug abuse or the possible 
effect on combat readiness. 

Discards the deterrent effect of mandatory urine screening; this has a potentially 
critical impact in high-risk overseas areas. 

Reduces the likelihood of early intervention and treatment before drug abuse 
habits have hardened. 

May eliminate entrance screening at AFEES. It is not clear that this court 
ruling would prohibit entrance screening, but a negative impact is probable. 

Relies heavily on drug education to prevent drug abuse, and on criminal in- 
vestigations to detect drug abusers. 

Option S: Continue mandatory urinalysis, with the worst possible consequence 
of drug-positive urine samples being an honorable discharge. 

Advantages 
Complies with the court opinion of the U.S. Court of Military Appeals. 
Deters some service members, both in CON US and high-risk areas overseas, 

from serious involvement in drug abuse. 
Detects drug abuse among service members early, and provides treatment and 

rehabilitation services before heavy involvement in drug abuse. 
Measures the level of drug abuse; a tightly run urinalysis system has historically 

demonstrated the ability to measure with considerable accuracy the level of drug 
abuse among the troops. Leaders and managers will know the extent and nature 
of drug abuse within the services. 

Assures a screening process upon entry into mihtary service to prevent excessive 
numbers of drug abusers from entering service. 
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DiMubmntagea 
Allows service members who desire early discharge to manipulate their way 

through the drug abuse detection-treatment-rehabilitation process to an ultimate 
discharge under honorable conditions. 

(In fact, this is somewhat misleading, since approximately 22% of adminis- 
tratively discharged drug abusers have received honorable discbarges under the 
previous mandatory urinalysis system. Since inception of the urinalysis program, 
4,731 members have received administrative discharges for drug abuse under 
honorable conditions, as compared to 16,906 less-than-honorably discharged for 
drug abuse for the same period.) 

This procedure formalizes the policy of giving an honorable discharge to drug 
abusers if their only offense is drug abuse. Veterans groups may object to this 
policy. 
Concliuion 

The preferred option is that of continuing a mandatory urinalysis system, with 
the worst possible consequence of positive urine being an honorable discharge. 

In the three years since the President's June 17, 1971, drug abuse control man- 
date was issued to the military, the Department of Defense has developed the 
most comprehensive single drug abuse prevention program in existence. The use 
of urinalysis testing as the key means of identifying drug abusers has been largely 
responsible for the military's laudable success in early detection and treatment of 
drug abusers, and in deterring a vast spread of drug use. In addition, the Depart- 
ment of Defense is the only institution or community which has developed a viable 
indicator system, through urinalysis data, with which to monitor and analyze the 
level and trends of drug abuse. These three aspects of urinalysis, identifying, de- 
terring and monitoring, are unique and critical to an integrated national drug 
abuse prevention effort. 

The suspension or termination of the Department of Defense program at this 
time would be a distinct blow to the existing drug abuse prevention policy of the 
United States. It woiild clearly be a misunderstood signal that the Federal Govern- 
ment in general, and the Department of Defense in particular, is no longer support- 
ing an aggressive drug abuse prevention program. 
Recommendation 

That the Department of Defense memorandum for the Secretaries of the mili- 
tary departments, dated July 18, 1974, suspending the urine testing program pre- 
scribed by DOD Instructions 1010.1, be superseded at the earliest possible date by 
instructions to reinstate the mandatory urinalysis program. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
SPECIAL ACTION OFFICE FOR DRUG ABUSE PREVENTION, 

Washington, D.C., July SO, 1974. 
Hon. JAMES R. SCRLESINOBR, 
Secretary of Defente, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: I am writing to express my strong view that it would 
be inappropriate from the standpoint of national policy in the conduct of drug 
abuse prevention functions for tne armed forces to discontinue at this time the 
urine testing program for drug abuse prescribed by DOD Instructions 1010.1. 
I am requesting the Mr. Clements' memorandum for the Secretaries of the military 
departments, dated July 18, 1974, suspending that program, be superseded at 
the earliest practicable date by appropnate instructions to reinstate the manda- 
tory urinalysis program. 

In the event that the petition for rehearing is denied in United States v. Ruiz, 
U.S. Court of Military Appeals No. 27,249, I recognize that the results of urine 
tests could not be taken into consideration in determining the character of the 
discharge of any serviceman, or for any other purpose which could be viewed as 
incriminating within the meaning of Article 31 of the Uniform Code of Military 
Justice. In this context, it appears that the worst possible coasequence of 
consistently positive urine samples would be an honorable discharge. 
However, the benefits of the program are only minimally associated with discharge 
or disciplinary proceedings. The program was not instituted to serve those pur- 
poses, and to terminate it on the ground that it can no longer do so would need- 
lessly impose a severe handicap on efforts which, considering the diflBculty and 
complexity of the problem, have met with exemplary success. 



76 

In the three years since the President's June 17, 1971 drug abuse control man- 
date was issued to the military, the Department of Defense has developed the 
most expansive single drug abuse prevention program in existence. The use of 
urinalysis testing as the key means of identifying drug abusers has been largely 
responsible for the military's laudable success in early detection and treatment of 
drug abusers, and in deterring a vast spread of drug use. In addition, the De- 
partment of Defense is the only institution or community which has developed 
11 viable indicator system, via urinalysis data, with which to monitor and analyze 
the level and trends of drug abuse. These three aspects of urinalysis, identifying, 
deterring and monitoring, are unique and critical to an integrated national drug 
al)use prevention effort. The suspension or termination of the Department of 
Defense program would be a distinct blow to the existing drug prevention policy 
of the United States. It would clearly be a misunderstood signal that the Federal 
Government in general, and the Department of Defen.se in particular, Ls no 
longer supporting an aggressive drug prevention program. 

Your attention is respectfully directed to Sections 221 and 213 of the Drug 
Abuse Office and Treatment Act of 1972 (21 U.S.C. 1131 and 1122). In pertinent 
par!;. Section 221 provides, "The Director [of the Special Action Office] shall 
provide overall planning and policy and establish objectives and priorities for all 
Federal drug abuse prevention functions," and Section 213 provides, "Except 
with respect to the conducting of drug abuse prevention functions, nothing in this 
Act shall be construed to limit the authority of the Secretary of Defense with 
respect to the operation of the Armed Forces . . . [emphasis supplied)." The 
legislative history of Section 213 makes clear the congressional intent that the 
Director's authority should not be exercised in a manner to interfere with the 
primary mission of the Department of Defense (see, e.g.. House Report 92-755, 
pages 11 and 12), and certainly no such interference is intended here. However, 
it is equally clear that a legal, as well as moral, responsibility is imposed on this 
office with respect to policies governing the conduct of drug abuse prevention 
functions by the armed forces. "The results of this mandate, initiated by Executive 
Order and validated by legislation, have, thanks to a spirit of cooperation on both 
sides, been fruitful and constructive in the achievement of our common objectives. 

Please be assured that we will be more than glad to furnish our assistance in 
making any necessary adaptations of the urinalysis program to conform with the 
Ruiz decision. 

Sincerely. 
ROBERT L. DUPONT, M.D., 

Director. 

Mr. PREYER. Just one other question. The chairman asked had 
there been any cures in drug addiction. The figures you show here on 
tlie militan' again show that there was a substantial number of cures. 

Dr. DuroNT. Yes, sir. 
Mr. PREYEH. From 42 percent to 2 percent or whatever it was. I 

take it that one reason for that could be the nature of the heroin that 
was being used in Vietnam. 

Dr. DuPoNT. I wish we could demonstrate that the reduced level 
of addiction in the United States of returning Vietnam servicemen 
was a direct result of the treatment which was given to them but 
imfortunately the studies do not support that. They suggest the cure 
was effected independently of treatment and was particularly the 
result of changed availability of heroin: The easy availability in 
Vietnam and the higher price in the United States. There also was 
change of life circumstances; use in Vietnam was casual with few 
consequences, whereas in the United States the use of heroin involved 
the adoption of a criminal life style and giving up a lot of things that 
most of these young men were interested m. Basically, the study oflfers 
important insights into the effect of availabiUty on levels of use 
within a population. 
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Mr. PRBYEH. Well, apart from the availability, I recall testimony 
from doctors to the effect that heroin addiction was such a powerful 
addiction that many said that there was no way to break it but that 
is onl)^ true, I suppose, as to some kinds of heroin. Is brown heroin 
this type of addictive thing, almost zero cures? 

Dr. DuPoNT. Mr. Preyer, when doctors say that thej' are talking 
about a particular subpopulation of heroin users where the cure rate 
is very, very low, such as people with chronic histories of intravenous 
heroin addiction within the United States. The problems with this 
group have been very great, and they are the principal clients for the 
methadone maintenance. But within the population of heroin users 
as a whole there are many people who do not escalate their use. Some 
may use it once or twice, and there is even a fairly large percentage 
who have a prolonged addiction problem and then stop using on their 
own. 

One study in St. Louis found that addicts stopped use within 20 
years, even without treatment. So addiction cannot be viewed in 
all cases as inexorable and continual. 

Mr. PREYER. Cocaine, which seems to be coming fashionable 
again, is that as addictive as heroin? 

Dr. DuPoNT. Not in the same way. Cocaine has some of the 
problems that marihuana does. There are many indications that it 
IS not as dangerous a drug as heroin. Some people see this as offering 
encouragement for use of the drug, and this is a very serious problem 
which we need to be vigilant about. The reason we don't have a major 
problem now is because of the success of law enforcement at Umitmg 
the supply of cocaine. If the drug were widely available at a low price, 
I have no doubt that we would see many health problems from its use. 

Mr. PREYER. Thank you. 
Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Bartels, I think it would be helpful for the 

committee, too, if you could furnish for us through the Department of 
Justice a list of any court cases involving 500 pounds or more of 
marihuana and any amounts of cocaine and heroin where a judge has 
given a suspended sentence or sentences of less than 1 year. I would 
like also to have the judge's name and the prosecutor. 

Mr. BARTELS. I will have to do it federally. Is that fair enough? 
Mr. ROGERS. Yes. 
[Testimony resumes on p. 96.] 
[The following information was received for the record:] 

COURT CASES INVOLVING 500 OR MORE POUNDS OF MARIHUANA 

Attached are tables summarizing the results of our regional inquiries regarding 
marihuana cases of more than 500 pounds. The results appear to be significant 
since the sheets reveal that less than substantial sentences are being levied on 
traffickers in many significant marihuana cases. This is particularly true in the 
border areas of the Southern regions. 

As far as the latter portion of the question is concerned, the provisions of 21 
U.S.C. 844(a) provide a sentence of "not more than one year" for simple possession 
of all controlled substances, including heroin and cocaine. Therefore, a field 
inquiry based on the criteria of "one year or less" in the latter part of the question 
would have resulted in the reporting of all of the possession cases under 21 U.S.C. 
844(a). Therefore, we only framed our Regional inquiry to marihuana cases of more 
than 500 pounds. A few hashish cases are also included because of the conversion 
factor of ten to one relative to hashish. In other words, 50 pounds of hashish is 
equivalent to 500 pounds of marihuana as a practical matter. 

41-912 O - 74 - 6 
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Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Heinz. 
Mr. HEINZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Dr. DuPont, in your statement you discuss the fact that the past 

favorable trend on heroin had trailed off and that we are no longer 
facing such a favorable trend. What is the pattern of use and abuse 
with drugs other than heroin? Is this still spiraling upward? 

Dr. DuPoNT. I think it is fairly similar. What we are experiencing 
now is a continuing increase in drug use, but not the explosive kind of 
increase that we had a few years ago. I am unable to identifj[ any drug 
and sa3^ that we clearly have a dramatic downward trend in its use. 
LSD might be the only possibility. Mostly that we are finding is re- 
duced negative consequences associated with the use of drugs as a 
great«r understanding of the drugs develop within the drug using 
culture. But it is very difficult to point to any of the drugs and say, 
we have really licked this one and we can move on the others. We still 
have all the problems we had before. 

Mr. HEINZ. In view of the use of cocaine, marihuana and other 
drugs, would you say that in any sense we face an epidemic of drug 
addiction? 

Dr. DuPoNT. I think the situation has more or less stabilized in 
the last few years. One of the definitions of an epidemic is a rapidly 
changing rate of a health problem, so in that sense we don't have an 
epidemic but we do have widespread use. In Public Health we use the 
word "endemic" to describe that phenomenon. 

Mr. HEINZ. With respect to your testimony on page 6 and agsdn on 
page 8 that there has been an increased demand for treatment slots 
in Pennsylvania, my State, could this be due to the fact that you have 
concentrated your enforcement efforts in other cities such as New York 
and Washington, D.C., to the detriment of Pennsylvania? Could that 
be a possibility? 

Dr. DuPoNT. Well, Mr. Bartels could perhaps speak more effec- 
tively to that. We have not found very much addict mobility any- 
where. In other words, when the situation gets hot in a particular city, 
we find a very small number of people who are sufficiently mobile that 
I hey move to another city where heroin may be more readily available. 
There just is very low mobility of the consumer on the demand side. 

Perhaps Mr. Bartels could comment on the movement of the 
suppliers. 

Mr. HEINZ. To what then do you attribute the demand in treatment 
slots? 

Dr. DuPoNT. We saw Philadelphia on a downward course with 
respect to heroin addiction a year or so ago and that is no longer the 
case. It is now a city that has absorbed all the available Federal 
treatment capacity. 

Mr. HEINZ. Thank you. Dr. DuPont. 
Mr. Bartels, did your Division of the Justice Department make any 

recommendations to the State Department regarding the situation 
in Turkey when it became clear early in this year that Turkey was 
going to unilaterally modify its prior agreement with the United 
States? 

Mr. BARTELS. Yes, we worked together on it. 
Mr. HEINZ. What recommendations did you make? 
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[The following information was received for the record:] 

CONCERN OVER RESUMPTION or POPPY CULTIVATION IN TURKEY EXPRESSED BT 
DEA TO THE STATE DEPARTMENT 

Upon leamingof the Turkish intentions to rescind the opium ban, DEA both 
in Washington, D.C. and Turkey expressed to Department of State officials our 
growing concern over the resumption of the opium poppy cultivation in Turkey. 
Logically, the rationale for DEA's concern stemmed from the vast amounts of 
opium which had historically been diverted from Turkish licit production for 
more than twenty years. This diversion fed in excess of 500,000 U.S. heroin 
addicts through the late 1960's and early 1970's. 

DEA's concern centered primarily upon the above as well as the first-hand 
knowledge provided by DEA experts who had worked with the Department of 
State and the government of Turkey in the years prior to the opium poppy ban. 

In the Spring of this year Administrator Bartels wanted to hold a press con- 
ference but was vetoed by the Department of State due to the sensitivity of the 
Turkish situation. 

During May of this year Administrator Bartels and Chief of the International 
Operations Division Cusack travelled to Turkey and discussed the lifting of the 
ban with Ambassador Macomber. 

At inter-agency meetings at the Department of State Cusack and his key staff 
discussed DEA's concenw with the lifting of the ban and the enforcement prob- 
lems envisioned once opium is cultivated again in Turkey. 

Mr. BARTELS. Well, we made a number of recommendations. They 
changed during the course of the negotiations but we first tried to 
persuade through diplomatic methods the Government of Turkey 
not to go in at all. We then tried to increase through multUateral ap- 
proaches the diplomatic pressure from other countries not to go in. We 
discussed with them various control techniques and it was on that 
level as well as the international law enforcement level that we made 
most of our recommendations. 

Mr. HEINZ. What recommendations did you make to the adminis- 
tration with respect to insisting that Turkey maintain its ban on the 
production of the opium poppy? 

Mr. BARTELS. Well, we recommended that the United States insist 
that they maintain that and there was no disagreement on that. The 
problem came then as to what consequences should be taken if they 
Ignore it. 

Mr. HEINZ. Did you at any point recommend the termination of 
foreign aid to Turkey? 

Mr. BARTELS. NO; that was not mj- province. That is purely a 
province of State and Congress. We were asked for our estimates on 
law enforcement techniques and on potential diversion and we gave 
them. 

Mr. HEINZ. So you recommended no sanctions whatsoever to be 
taken? 

Mr. BARTELS. I was not called upon to recommend the cutoff of 
aid because there are obviously other considerations—Cj'prus, NATO, 
a whole slew of other considerations which are frankly beyond ray 
limited expertise and responsibility. 

Mr. HEINZ. I imagine as a result of Turkey's decision you \vill be 
needing the additional resources to do your job, and I think you have 
pointed that out previously. 

Mr. BARTELS. That is correct. 
Mr. HEINZ. I think you have provided valuable information to the 

committee and I thank you, Mr. Bartels. 
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Mr. BARTELS. Thank j'ou. 
Mr. HEINZ. Mr. Ernst, Mr. Hastings asked you about the Cabinet 

committee not having had a meeting since November 27, 1973. You 
mentioned that although the Cabinet committee did not meet to 
discuss the problem of Turkej- that jour working group did meet. 
What recommendations did your workmig group make with respect to 
Turkey? 

Mr. EHNST. The problem was, of course, to make an assessment 
as to whether or not after the Turkish Government announced that it 
had decided finally to lift the ban  

Mr. HEINZ. Let's take it a step at a time, then. What recommenda- 
tions did jour working group make prior to the formal announcement 
bj- the Turkish Government, which was on July 1 but several months 
after it had become clear that the Government of Turkey was con- 
sidering this step? What recommendations did your working group 
make? 

Mr. ERNST. Well, I am not able to speak to that prior period, since 
I just came on to this work July 1. However, I know from my col- 
leagues that decisions were made, of course, to exert the influence of 
diplomacy on the Turkish Government to make sure that that Govern- 
ment was aware of the verj- great concern with which the United States 
viewed the possible resumption of opium production in Turkey. 

Mr. HEINZ. Would it be fair to say that you know in part because 
j'ou came in on July 1 but jou are not aware of any specific recom- 
mendations that the working group made to the Secretary of State or 
to the President? Is that correct? 

Mr. ERNST. That would be correct, yes. 
Mr. HEINZ. On page 15 of your statement you discuss the protocol 

that was offered by the United States with respect to the 1961 Single 
Convention on Narcotic Drugs. You say that it would considerably 
strengthen controls over illicit production but that we need at least 
eight more countries to ratify that protocol. 

Now, I believe, it was back in November 1972 that that protocol 
was first ratified by the United States and 32 other countries of the 40 
needed to ratify it since then. It seems to be going slowly. We are 
nearly in November 1974. You apparently think this is an important 
protocol. Why is it going so slowly? 

Mr. EHNST. Largely because of the constitutional processes in other 
governments. I thmk that is the primary reason. 

Mr. HEINZ. Should the United States take any additional actions 
to stimulate consideration of this by other countries? 

Mr. ERNST. We have and we continue to. 
Mr. HEINZ. I assume that there are numerous countries, for in- 

stance, that could ratify it which are receiving foreign aid of various 
kinds. 

Mr. ERNST. Yes. I believe it would be safe to say that as interna- 
tional agreements involving this number of countries are involved go, 
the rate of accession is quite good in respect to this. These things do 
take a long time. However, we use every occasion to encourage 
others because we are keenly interested in the strengthened controls 
that this will enable. 

Mr. HEINZ. Very well. Thank you. 
One last question. 
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Mr. ERNST. May I just add, sir, that when we ourselves ratify the 
Psychotropic Convention it will undoubtedly help in speeding up the 
coming into force of this other convention. 

Mr. HEINZ. I think that is an important point. I gather that is 
still pending in the U.S. Senate. 

Mr. ERNST. Yes. 
Mr. HEINZ. How long has it been there? 
Mr. ERNST. Well, it has been there for 2 years, I believe. 
Mr. HEINZ. TWO years. That is a long time. 
Mr. ERNST. Three years. 
Mr. HEINZ. Three years. 
Mr. Chairman, one final question, if I may. 
I note on one of the attachments to your testimony, namely the 

table which deals with the way money is spent by activity in South- 
east Asia and Mexico, that of the $35,416,000 spent slightly over $30 
million of that money is for equipment and about $2.7 million is for 
personnel. What safeguards and other techniques are we employing 
to make sure that the equipment, which I assume is equipment like 
helicopters and other hardware of that nature, is being appropriately 
used? It does come to mind that in countries like Thailand and Laos, 
perhaps even in Burma, there could be other uses for those helicopters 
m terms of miUtary uses. What safeguards do we have? 

Mr. ERNST. We have the safeguard of an intergovernmental under- 
standing that this equipment serves the purpose for which it was 
meant. 

Mr. HEINZ. What monitoring is there? 
Mr. ERNST. We have our embassy staff in each of these countries. 

We have other American officials, Drug Enforcement Agency officials, 
there who are interested in the same work who will be aware of the 
uses of this equipment. 

Mr. HEINZ. DO you receive regular reports on the use of the equip- 
ment or not? 

Mr. ERNST. Well, we are just getting to the stage in this program 
where important amoimts of equipment are being transferred. 

Mr. HEINZ. I see. 
Mr. ERNST. It is too early to have had a bulks of experience yet. 
Mr. HEINZ. Might I just encourage you, since three of these four 

countries to which you are sending equipment are in proximity to a 
rather critically balanced international situation—namely, the coun- 
tries that are part of the Indo-Chinese conflict that has been going on 
for many, many years—that it might be useful to try and do your best 
to make sure that none of this equipment is diverted to other less 
desirable purposes. 

Mr. ERNST. I can assure you that we are very sensitive to that point 
and that every feasible monitoring and control measure, within the 
confines of the agreement whereby we turn this over to another 
sovereign government, will be taken. 

Mr. HEINZ. Fine, Mr. Ernst. I am sure you will. Thank you very 
much. 

Mr. ERNST. Thank you. 
Mr. HEINZ. Thank you. Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Kyros. 
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Mr. KTROS. Mr. Ernst, I notice in jy^our statement you say that we 
Eaid the Turkish Government $15 million for an agreement to totally 

an the growing of the opium poppy but now they are growing it again. 
So we poured that $15 million down the drain, is that it? 

Mr. ERNST. Well, some of that did go into what turned out to be a 
useful experience in crop substitution. 

Mr. KYBOS. HOW useful is it when the Turks are now growing opium 
poppies again? 

Mr. ERNST. From the point of view of the immediate Turkish prob- 
lem it would be diflBcult to say it was useful in the context in which you 
are presenting it. However, we are venr interested around the world in 
what possibihties crop substitution offers as a technique to get at the 
supply of these dangerous drugs. 

Mr. KTROS. But it requires the full cooperation of the host govern- 
ment, does it not? Now you say here on page 10 of your statement, 
"We would, of course, have vastly preferred that the ban were not 
lifted." Then you say, "Information from Ankara is that new and 
substantial enforcement measures are being developed." 

Well, isn't it a fact that just within the last 2 or 3 months one of 
the greatest hauls of heroin was picked up in New York essentially 
through some French coimection and that essentially this came from 
Turkey? 

Mr. ERNST. I am not familiar with that. 
Mr. KTROS. Mr. Bartels. 
Mr. BARTKLS. That is correct. 
Mr. KYROS. What are you talking about here? 
Mr. ERNST. The cultivation of the poppies by countries not involved 

in the production of opium will be done in keepirg with the new 
system, the poppy straw system, whereby the farmer does not collect 
the opium. 

Mr. KTROS. And you really think the Turkish Government is going 
to enforce that against the Turkish farmer who is constantly courted 
and seduced by their own kind of gangsters over there and hoodlums 
to subvert the crop? 

Mr. ERNST. We are encouraging by every means we have to assure 
that the controls will be as good as they can be. We just have to wait 
and see what happens. 

Mr. KTROS. Mr. Ernst, I caimot believe that. We have armed a 
Turkish Army that is invading Cyprus today with American weapons, 
American tanks and American guns and planes and every day we 
encourage them to leave. I think we have underwritten their poppy 
growing. 

What were the crops that were substituted for the opium poppy? 
Mr. BARTELS. Sunflower, wheat and some cattle development 

projects. 
Mr. KTROS. HOW extensive? How many tons of sugar beets were 

harvested? 
Mr. ERNST. I don't have this information, sir, but there was a 

General Accounting OflBce report which gave a favorable assessment 
of the crop substitution activity in Turkey. 

Mr. KTROS. What sanctions have you recommended against the 
Turkish Government in case they don't follow our repeated sugges- 
tions, as you caU them, our grave concern to stop the flow of this 
deadly poison to the United States? 
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Mr. EBNBT. TWO things will happen if it is found that the controls 
are not effective. No. 1, the detennination will be made under section 
481 of the ForeJOT Assistance Act, American legislation. 

Mr. KTKOS. What are we sending them under that? 
Mr. ERNST. I will have to get that for the record. 
[The following statement was received for the record:] 

In fiscal year 1974 we provided approximately $161 million of military assist- 
ance grants and loans and $6 million in economic assistance grante and loans. 

Mr. ERNST. NO. 2, the International Narcotics Control Board 
would, if controls were ineflFective, make a finding to that effect and 
recommend that other countries embargo the legal purchase of opiates 
from Turkey. 

Mr. ETROS. Let me ask you this. The Foreign Assistance Act, 
under military sales and credits we send to Tu»ey around at the 
rate of $209 million-plus a year, is that right? 

Mr. ERNST. Mr. Congressman, you are way out of my area, I am 
only working on narcotics. Questions such as that I would respectfully 
request that you ask someone from the Bureau of European Affairs. 

Mr. KYROS. I am sure you are competent in your area but it is one 
country we are dealing with and it is one United States and we don't 
operate here separately or departmentalized. We should be able to 
tell the Turkish Government if they do not do thus and so we can be 
compelled to—we can be friends but you should know the weapons. 

You just say, "We would have vastly preferred that the ban were 
not lifted." On p^e 7 of his statement Mr. Bartels tells us, "Despite 
Turkey's announced intention to thoroughly police this process, we 
fervently hope that new shipments of heroin do not again appear on 
the East Coast." 

We are dealinjg with the Turks who are going to do anything they 
want to that suits themselves and their own people, and even today 
they are growing the opium poppy. 

How big was that haul in New York? 
Mr. BARTELS. Seventy-five kilos. 
Mr. KTROS. IS that pretty big? 
Mr. BARTELS. The largest in the past 3 years, one of the largest 

we have ever made. 
Mr. KTROS. When do you estimate that started out from Turkey 

with your own intelligence? 
Mr. BARTELS. From which province in Turkey? 
Mr. KTROS. NO. From when do you estimate? 
Mr. BARTELS. It had to be prior to 1971. 
Mr. KTROS. It had to be prior to 1971. And the people were still 

operating out of Turkey? 
Mr. BARTELS. That is right. 
Mr. KTROS. Don't you think the time has come to take some firm 

steps with the Turks? 
Mr. ERNST. There was no production in 1972 and 1973 so this haul 

must have come from stockpiled morphine or opium. 
Mr. BARTELS. Yes, it did. It came from stockpiled heroin which had 

been processed from morphine prior to 1971. 
Mr. KTROS. From France? 
Mr. BARTELS. Yes. 
Mr. KTROS. SO there is still a French connection? 
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Mr. BABTELS. Yes. 
Mr. KTBOS. There is not a mere trickle? 
Mr. BABTELS. NO. 
Mr. KYBOS. There is some concern. 
Mr. BABTELS. Yes. 
Mr. KYBOS. I ask what weapons we should give you to stop the 

nonsense of fervently hoping with the Turkish Grovemment with 
whom we want to be friends. Other people who are gangsters and 
hoodlums will take any price they can extract from this country and 
they have this incredible commodity that they can use. It seems to me 
the time has come for us to be very firm and very tough. No one is 
going to watch out for us. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. RoQEBS. We have covered some very broad points now and I 

think the committee would like to zero in on some specifics. If it 
would be convenient, I would like to adjourn now until about 2 
o'clock if that would be convenient. 
The committee stands adjourned until 2 o'clock this afternoon. 

[Whereupon, at 12:25 p.m. the subcommittee recessed, to reconvene 
at 2 p.m.] 

AFTEB  BECES8 

[The committee reconvened at 2:25 p.m., Hon. Paul G. Rogers, 
presidi^.] 

Mr. RooEBS. The subcommittee will come to order. 
This afternoon we are continuing our oversight hearings on durg 

abuse and the heroin problem. 
I was interested in knowing what kind of coordination and co- 

operation you are getting between the various agencies. I am interested 
in knowing the relationship between DEA and Customs and Immi- 
gration. I also notice the State Department said CIA is involved in 
some strategic intelligence, and I would like to know what cooperation 
and what contact is maintained there. 

Then perhaps if you could just give us a brief nmdown with the 
States, Mr. Bartels. Then I would lite to have that same iaformation. 
Dr. DuPont, in the treatment field in how we are coordinating. Could 
we coordinate, for instance, activities in the law enforcement field 
with the treatment and so forth? 

Mr. BABTELS. DEA'S relationship with the other law enforcement 
agencies include increased relationship with the FBI. Director Clarence 
Kelley came in with an Assistant Director in charge of narcotics 
matters. He assigned 17 senior agents according to regional concept 
which matches that of the Organized Crime Task Force to work with 
us and we in turn designated 17 agents to institutionalize the flow of 
information back and forth and make sure that we were exchanging 
and that it wasn't on an ad hoc personal basis as sometimes it tends to 
be. 

We have signed, I believe, three operating agreements with the 
Bureau of Customs and I can supply those for the record.. .. 

Mr. RoQEBS. I think that woiud be well to have. 
[Testimony resumes on p. 118.] 
[The following material was received for the record:] 
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AN AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMIN- 
ISTRATION AND U.S. CUSTOMS SERVICE FOR THE EXCHANGE 
OF NARCOTICS RELATED INFORMATION 

Background:    The U. S. Customs Servfce and the Drug Enforcement 
I Administration (DEA) have a continuing need to 
I cooperate through the exchange of narcotics related 

information in order to accomplish our respective and 
t complementary missions.   The Narcotics and 
I Dangerous Drug Information System (NADDIS) has 
! been developed by DEA to provide a centralized file 

of narcotics violators for the use of DEA enforcement 
I personnel.   The Treasury Enforcement Communications 
I System (TECS) has been developed by Customs to provide 
I a centralized file of subjects of interest to the Treasury 

Enforcement Community.   Narcotics related information 
collected and entered into TECS and NADDIS must be made    • 
available to Customs and DEA.   Availability of DEA's 
NADDIS information will ensure wide dissemination of 
this data base and greatly enhance Customs total 
interdiction efforts against all forms of smuggling, 
including tliat of narcotics and dangerous drugs at ports 
of entry and along tlie land and sea borders.   Accessibility 
to TECS narcotics records by DEA through NADDIS 
will aid substantially in carrying out the DEA's narcotics 
investigative efforts.   The volume of inquiries and 
response time constraints for Customs at airports, 
seaports and land border crossing stations make it 
imperative to exchange the reference data and store at 
least an iiidjx in the respective systems. 

Purpose: To define the responsibilities of Customs and DEA 
in regard to an automated interface between the TECS 
and NADDIS systems. 

Customs/DEA Responsibilities: 

1. Review all narcotics rdated records in TECS 
and NADDIS for incorporation into the system. 

2. Exchange tapes containing all data elements 
of narcotics related information that have 
been reviewed. 

3. Review the exchanged tapes for input into the 
respective systems. 

4. Identify the data elements that will be input 
Into the respective systems. 
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5. Order communications circuit between TECS 
and NADDIS. 

« 
6. Input the records into TECS and NADDIS. 

7. Provide full record accessibility to each 
system through the system identification 
numbers for retrieval after a hit on an 
index record. 

8. Provide for regular updates after the 
initial tape excliange. 

9. Exchange TECS and NADDIS terminals at 
the respective Headquarters Offices for the 
purpose of facilitating communications and 
expediting the entry of lookouts. 

10. Customs will continue support to the DEA 
ODALE system tlirough December 31, 1973. 

11. DEA and Customs will share equally (50% - 
50%) in the installation and moutWy cliarges 
for Telecommunications cost bet\veen TECS 
and NADDIS. 

Approved: Approved: 

(signed)  
Hurley John A. 

Assistant Commissioner 
Administration 

U.S. Customs Service   12-30-73 

K 
(signed) 12-26-73 
BTCooii 

Assistant Administrator for 
Administration and Management 

Drug Enforcement Administration 

*Thi8 is a copy of tiie original signed agreement executed on 12/26 and 12/30/73. 
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r. 

TKE   DEPARTMENT  OF THE TREASURY 
BUREAU OF CUSTOMS 

WASHINGTON 

£11! 1^ 

SEP 28 1973 
FAC-12-07-A:F:C     0 

Mr. N. B. Coon, Director 
Administration and Management 
Drug Enforcement Administration 
1405 I Street. N. W. 
Washington, D. C.  20537 

Dear Hr. Coon: 

Both copies of the attached agreement between the Drug Enforcement Admini- 
stration and U. S. Customs Service, concerning coimunlcation support in 
the U. S./Mexico border area, have been executed. 

This agreement Is a slight modification of the one that you recently 
forwarded. I assume you will find the modifications acceptable. In which 
case, please sign and return one copy to me. We are pleased to be able 
to assist DEA in this matter. 

Sincerely yours. 

(^n A. Hurley ^ 
Assistant Conmlssloner (Administration) 

Enclosures 

Cnr TO. COMMISSIONfl or CUSTOMS, WAiWNClON. DC 30]}« 
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Effective  Date: PDT 21973 

AN AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN 

THE DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION 
(THE DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE) 

AND 
THE UNITED STATES CUSTOMS SERVICE 
(THE DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY) 

CONCERNING COMMUNICATIONS SUPPORT IN 
THE UNITED STATES/MEXICO BORDER AREA 

Article 1 - Discussion 

A. The Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) has a requirement 
for radio cominunications along the U.S./Mexico border. 

B. The U.S. Customs Service has a viable communications system, 
known as the U.S. Customs Sector Communications Networ)c, 
which provides radio coverage of the U.S./Mexico border area, 
the State of California (as far north as Sem Francisco), and 
desired courses of entry into the State of Florida. 

C. It is reasonable that the two agencies enter into a coopera- 
tive agreement whereby the entire Customs Sector Communica- 
tions Network be made available on a shared basis between 
Customs personnel and DEA personnel pending operational 
capability of the proposed DEA Radio Communications system 
(UHF) along the United States/Mexico border. 

Article ? -  Agreement 

A. It is therefore agreed that the Drug Enforcement Administra- 
tion will utilize the existing U.S. Customs Sector Couimuni- 
cations Network (VHF). 

B. It is understood that the proposed DEA radio communication 
system will be implemented over a period of time and that 
Customs will be provided with eui implementation schedule. 



107 

Page 2 

C. It is understood that, upon temiination of the use of the 
U.S. Customs Sector Network by DEA personnel, full usage 
will revert to the U.S. Customs Service. 

D. VRien DEA no longer has an operational need for VHF communi- 
cation equipment, all such equipment received from Customs 
will revert back to the U.S. Customs Service at no cost to 
either agency; except for the normal cost of removing mobile 
radio equipment from DEA vehicles, such costs being assumed 
by DEA. 

E. All DEA mobile radios presently containing crystals set to 
the frequency of 165.4625 MHZ, often referred to as Treasury 
Common, will have this crystal removed and shipped to one 
of the four Customs Sector Networks for storage and/or future 
use. 

F.. In the event that Customs vacates a certain segment of the 
coimtunicBtions network as being of no value to Customs, DEA 
will assume responsibility and open negotiations, with prin- 
cipally involved parties for site and tower rental and all 
miscellaneous costs such as maintenance or line costs. 

G.  The Drug Enforcement Administration will recruit and employ 
four qualified maintenance officers whose responsibilities 
will encompass the around-the-clock maintenance of DEA 
radio units operated within the four sector networks; one 
maintenance officer for each network. 

H.  The Drug Enforcement Administration will provide its main- 
tenance personnel with the necessary tools, test equipment, 
and spare parts to properly maintain the DEA share of the 
U.S. Customs Sector Communications Network. 

I. The Drug Enforcement Administration will provide each of 
its maintenance officers witli a vehicle appropriate to the 
terrain in which the maintenance officers must operate. 
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J.  The Drug Enforcement Administration will provide its mobile 
radios with the equipment necessary to access the U.S. 
Customs Sector Communications Network. 

K.  This agreement shall run until June 30, 1975.  If at the 
end of this period, DEA has not con^leted the related 
portions of its radio system and hence is still utilizing 
Customs system, negotiations shall be entered into for a 
new agreement. 

Article"3 - Funding 

A. The Drug Enforcement Administration will absorb all costs 
pertaining to the installation and crystalling of radio 
units to the Customs Sector frequencies in DEA vehicles. 

B. The Drug Enforcement Administration will absorb all costs 
pertaining to the employment of four maintenance officers, 
the providing of tools and necessary spare parts, and the 
providing of appropriate vehicles. 

C. The U.S. Customs Service will continue to be responsible 
for the payment of site rental and line costs at locations 
still utilized by Customs. 

D. The Drug Enforcement Administration will assume recponsi- 
bility for payment of site rental and line cost at ciny 
location no longer utilized by Customs. 

E. The Drug Enforcement Administration will assume the cost 
of nny new facility and recurring costs where said facility 
is solely required for DEA Operations. 

THIS AGREEMENT IS ENTERED INTO AND MADE EFFECTIVE THE 

"P-v-'ckL— DAY OF   C^^.^^^ , 1973. 

)irector for Adroinii Director for Adroinxstration 
and I-lanagemeiit 
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Attaclunent  A 

MEMORANDUM  OF UNDERSTANDING   BETWEEN  THE DRUG  ENFORCEMENT 
ADMINISTRATION  AND   THE U.S.   CUSTOMS   SERVICE  REGARDING   THE 
DESIGNATION OF  CERTAIN DEA  SPECIAL AGENTS AS  CUSTOMS  OFFICERS 

I. Purpo se 

The Drug  Enforcement  Administration   (DEA)  and  the U.S. 
Customs  Service   (CUSTOMS  SERVICE)   agree   that effective  en- 
forcement  of the   laws relating  to narcotics,  marihuana  and 
dangerous drugs requires close cooperation  and coordination 
between   the  two agencies and have   therefore entered   into  this 
agreement   to govern  the use of Customs  officer designations  by 
certain DEA special  agents. 

II. Background and Authority 

Section  1 of Reorganization  Plan No.   2  of  1973   (the  Plan) 
transferred  from the  Secretary of  the  Treasury to  the Attorney 
General all   intelligence,   investigative and  law enforcement 
functions relating  to narcotics,  marihuana  and dangerous drugs, 
except  that  the   Secretary of  the  Treasury shall  retain and con- 
tinue  to perform "those  functions  to  the extent   that  they re- 
late   to   searches and  seizures  of  illicit  narcotics,  dangerous 
drugs  and marihuana  or   to  the  apprehension  or detention  of 
persons   in  connection  therewith,   at regular   inspection locations 
at ports of entry or  anywhere  along   the  land  or water  borders 
of  the United  States   ..." 

The  Secretary of  the  Treasury's  responsibilities under 
section  1  have been delegated   to  the Commissioner of Customs. 

III. Agreement 

Tliere may be  instances where   it may be  necessary on 
occasion for  certain  employees  of the DEA  to be  able  to  perform 
certain  Customs duties.     Pursuant   to   section  401(i).   Tariff 
Act  of 1930,   as  amended,   (19 U.S.C.   1401 (i)),  and  Treasury 
Delegation  Order  165,   Revised   (T.D.   53654,   19 F.R.  7241)   as 
amended,   the  Commissioner of Customs   is  authorized  to designate 
persons as  Customs  officers  to  perform any of  the duties  of a 
Customs  officer. 

41-113 O - 74 • • 
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The two agencies have, therefore, entered into an agree- 
ment as follows: 

A. The Customs Service agrees: 

1. to initially designate certain GS 1811 Special 
Agents of the DEA, who were transferred from the 
Customs Service to the DEA under the Plan, as 
Customs officers (Excepted) without additional 
compensation to perform the duties shown on the 
attached Customs Form 55 (which is hereby made a 
part of this Agreement). 

2. to have its headquarters issue a designation form 
to each qualified DEA special agent, as an 
A.l. above. 

3. to cooperate  in DEA investigations when requested 
by DEA  to  the extent  permitted by manpower 
availability. 

4. to process seizures and arrests, effected by DEA 
special agents acting as Customs officers, which 
do not   involve controlled  substances. 

5. to  supply  to  the DEA pertinent  Customs   instructions 
and directives applicable   to  Customs officers for 
distribution to DEA special agents designated as 

'  Customs  officers   (Excepted). 

B. The DEA agrees: 

1. that Customs  officer designations  to DEA special 
agents will  be used when Customs  officers employed 
by the Customs  Service  are not  immediately avail- 
able  or when a Customs  officer employed  by the 
Customs  Service  requests  a DEA special agent   to use 
his designation. 

2. a.     to advise the Customs  Service   in advance when- 
ever  possible,  or as  soon as practical   there- 
after,   of each situation  in which DEA proposes 
to use,  or  lias used,  a Customs  officer's 
designation, 

b.     to thereafter report  in writing  to Customs  tha 
results of any designation used. 
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3. to promptly furnish the Customs Service information 
relating to modus operandi of smugglers or smug- 
gling techniques, wnich the DEA becomes aware of. 

4. to turn over to the Customs Service all items 
other than controlled substances and evidentiary 
material seized by a DEA agent acting under a 
Customs officer designation. 

5. to advise the Customs Service of each court 
proceeding in which the validity of Customs search, 
seizure or arrest authority has become an issue; 
and to permit Customs to provide legal memoranda 
or other assistance in such cases when desired by 
Customs. 

6. to follow Customs Service directives and instruc- 
tions applicable to Customs officers concerning 
Customs search, seizure and arrest authority. 

7. to have each designated agent file copies of the 
designation with each regional commissioner of 
Customs having jurisdiction over the area in 
which the designated agent is assigned. 

8. from time to time to provide training, as agreed 
to by the Customs Service, to designated DEA 
special agents, necessary to perform their duties 
as Customs officers. 

B.  Both agencies 

1. recognize that any abuse of Customs officer desig- 
nations may lead to the revocation of such desig- 
nations by the Customs Service. 

2. agree to exchange implementing instructions prior 
to issuance. 

3. agree to meet from tine to time to review this 
agreement. 

Drug Enforcement Administration        U.S. Customs Service 

/s/ JOHN R. BARTELS, JR. 1/11/74        /s/ VERNON D. AGREE 1/11/74 
Administrator Commissioner 
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pJf5TICE UNITED STATES OEPARTMEUtT OF AOTICE 
D«UC ENFOflCEMCNT ADMINISTRATION 

CLAHfliriCATItm GOOf 

6642 

11/8/73 
•IIMton 

OM.:12/31/73 

SUBJ: FUGITIVE TRANSFER FROM CUSTOMS SERVICE TO PEA  

A. PURPOSE.  This Notice provides guidelin:s concerning the re- 
sponsibility for handling U.S. Customs Service drug-related fugi- 
tives transferred to DEA. 

B. BACKGROUND.  As a result of the President's Reorganization plan, 
the narcotic, dangerous drug and marihuana intelligence and inves- 
tigative functions of the United States Customs Service have been 
transferred to the Drug Enforcement Administration.  The responsi- 
bility to locate and apprehend Customs fugitives wanted for drug- 
related offenses has now become a DEA responsibility.  To facili- 
tate the transfer of the fugitive responsibility, the Customs 
Service and DEA have mutually agreed to the following policy and 
procedures. 

C. ACTION. 

1. The Customs Service has agreed to have each local office 
review its files to identify drug-related fugitives.  The local 
Customs offices will notify and discuss each case with a DEA 
representative assigned by the involved Regional Director to 
determine if the fugitive status should or should not be con- 
tinued.  In this determination, the agency representatives will 
mutually consider the availability of witnesses, the certainty 
of identification due to time lapses, the relative importance 
of the subject in the case, and other factors.  In the event 
that a determination is made to seek a declination of prose- 
cution, the involved Customs and DEA representatives will work 
together with the local U.S. Attorney to have the file closed. 

2, In those cases where it is mutually determined that the 
fugitive status should be continued, it is the responsibility 
of I)I".A in every instance to .nssiimo respon? ihi 1 ity for and 
treat the Customs fugitive as a UliA fugitive.  However, to 
keep accurate files, the U.S. Customs Service will also main- 
tnin an  open case file on those fugitives wanted in connection 
with drug investigations completed by Customs prior to July 1, 
1973 in situations where the individual has not yet been tried. 
In sucii cases DEA will  nevertheless, have the responsibility for 
locating and apprehending the fugitive and will process all 
transferred fugitives in accordance with the procedures out- 
lined in this issuance. 

"""""•"     U-l,2,3.4,5,6,7,9 '"'""^'^^     f^NP 
DCAFunM F-l,2,3,^(   ),5(   ) 
IJuivlM'JI     -   46 ri»«t»w>«dii.onaar«ot>toi«i«. 
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OliA Notice 66A2 
[•age 2 11/8/73 

3. Where the fugitive status is to be continued, the 
Customs Service has agreed to provide DliA with all related in- 
formation and copies of documents and files which will assist 
DliA in tho further identification, location and apprehension of 
the individual involved. 

4. When a fugitive case is adopted by DEA, the assigned agent 
will execute a Report of Investigation, DI;A-6, to open a case 
file.  A record check should be conducted in each case, and if 
an appropriate existing file concerning the same subject is lo- 
cated, that file number should be used.  If no appropriate DEA 
file exists, a now case number will be assigned.  The report 
should clearly state that a Customs fugitive now the responsi- 
bility of DEA is involved, list the warrant information, the 
charge, the involved Customs office, identifying data, FBI num- 
bers, date and place of birth, and like information.  (Sec snmple 
Fugitive Establishment Report, Attachment A.)  A DEA-202, Per- 
sonal History Report, will also be prepared entering all avail- 
able information.  (See Attachment B.) 

5. The assigned DEA file number should be provided to the local 
Customs office for inclusion on the Customs Fugitive Report, 
CF-S9.  The local Customs office will forward this form to Customs 
Headquarters and the data will then be transmitted to DEA Head- 
quarters . 

6. The DEA Headquarters Fugitive Coordinator will then initiate 
action to have the individual entered into the NCIC and NADDIS 
systems (and others, as appropriate) and notify Customs when 
this action is completed.  Customs will then delete its "want" 
from NCIC. 

7. After assuming the fugitive case, the assigned DEA Region 
or District Office agent will commence an active investigation 
to locate the fugitive and comply with the status report and 
other requirements outlined in Section 6642 of the Agents Manual, 
relating to UEA fugitives. 

8. This Notice will remain in force until such time as the 
arpn'prl.Ttc involved fugitives have been transferred to DEA 
or expire on December 31, 1973. 

A i-oi>v ol tlir" corrfspondiniT order i'^siiod hy tho Cii<• Tons So-vict* i< 
ali.acuuv.1 lui )uui iuiuii.iaL^uii. ^--\ y. 

inistrator 1 \ 
John 
Administrator 

Att.'ichmcnts 
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DEPARTMENT  OF THE  TREASURY '^ 
BUREAU OF CUSTOMS Vf/ 

WASHINGTON 

CIRCULAR:     INT-1-INT 
xADM  S 

DATE: jt/oi/   l"\, (t73 

Subject   :  INTELLIGONCE; Customs Fugitive Program 

References:  Customs Circulars INT-1-INT dated June 9, 1971, 
March 2, 1972, August 24, 1972, and January 3, 1973 

1. PURPOSE 

This circular is to provide a procedure for the transfer from 
Customs to the Drug Enforcement Administration information and 
documentation relating to Customs Fugitives in narcotic cases, 
and to transfer validation and file maintenance responsibility 
for certain fugitives. 

The instructions contained in this circular will apply only to 
Customs Fugitives connected with narcotic, dangerous drug or 
marihuana cases. 

2. BACKGROUND 

Ucorgnnizatioii Plan No. 2 of 1973 has transferred from Customs to 
the Drug Enforcement Administration responsibility for intelligence 
and investigative functions which relate to the suppression of 
illicit traffic in narcotics, dangerous drugs or marihuana. 
Therefore, the responsibility for any investigative effort to 
identify, locate or apprehend persons who have become Customs 
Fugitives in narcotic, dangerous drug or mariliuann cases is 
resident with the Drug Enforcement Admiuistrrflion. 

As a result of the broad definition of a Customs l-'ugitivc scl 
forth in Customs Circular INT-1-INT dated June 9, 1971, wanted 
persons in various stages of the judicial process liave been 
designated as Customs Fugitives.  In muiiy cases the primary 
responsibility for apprehension is that of the U. S. Marshal 
or the F.H.I., but they Iiavc been c;irricJ ns Customs Fugitives 
for the purpose of gathering intelligence and investigative leads. 
With the transfer of narcotic investigative functions, many 
Customs Fugitives no longer fall witliin Customs' area of respon- 
sibility.  To accomplish an orderly transfer, cacl\ case must 
be reviewed in the field and coordinated with the appropriate 
Drug Enforcement Administration field office and U.S. Attorney 
according to the guidelines set forth in this circular.  The 
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provisions of this circular have been coorJiunteil witli the I'riig 
i;nforccmcnt Administration Headquarters, which has issued a 
siiiilar instruction to its field offices.  (Copy attached). 

Customs will furnish the Drug Enforcement Administration any 
information and copies of any documents which will assist in 
the identification, location and apprelicnsion of Customs 
Tusitives who arc wanted in connection with narcotic, dangerous 
drug or marihuana cases. 

The Drug Enforcement Administration will assume responsibility 
for fugitives connected with investigations which were active 
but not completed on June 30, 1973, and which were continued by 
the Drug Enforcement Administration. Customs will cancel the 
Customs Fugitive status of those persons. 

Customs will continue to carry as Customs Fugitives those 
fugitives connected with cases in wliich the investigation has 
been completed prior to July 1, 1973, but in which the fugitive 
Iiiis not been tried.  Customs will exert no unilateral investigative 
effort to locate the subject, but will assist other agencies as 
requested. 

Customs will cancel the Customs Fugitive status of those fugitives 
connected with cases in which the fugitive has been tried but 
subsequently fled. 

3.  ACTION 

On receipt of this circular, all Office of Investigations field 
offices are to review all narcotic, dangerous drug and maiiliuana 
cases relating to Customs Fugitives.  Copies of any documents and 
any information which would assist in identifying, locating, or 
apprehending those fugitives arc to be fur)iished to the appro- 
pri.nle Drug Finforccment Administration field office.  A record 
identifying t)u' documents of wliicli copies were furnished, tlie 
Drug Enrorcoment Administration office, and date furnished is to 
he kept in cncli case file or noted on tlic original document which 
will remain in the Customs case file. 

I'nrinv. the review, eacli fugitive is to be placed in one of the 
lolloKini: categories, and the appropriate action is to be t.iken. 

a. If the investigation was active and the case was open 
on June 30, 1973, and the Drug Enforcement Administration 
is continuing tlie investigation, cancel the Customs 
Fugitive status of tho subject.  Advise the appropriate 
Drug Enforcement Administration office. 

b. !f the investigation was completed prior to July 1, 1973, 
and the subject has not been brought to trial, retain 
the subject as a Cusloms Fugitive. 
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c.  If the subject has been brought to trial and has fled 
subsequent to the conclusion of the trial , cancel the 
Customs Fugitive status of the subject.  Advise the 
appropriate Drug Enforcement Administration office. 

If it is determined that a subject is to be retained as a Customs 
Fugitive, no further action is necessary by Customs with respect 
to this instruction.  Subjects in this category will also be listed 
by the Drug Enforcement Administration as Customs Fugitives. 

If it is determined that the Customs Fugitive status of a subject 
is to be canceled, submit Customs Fugitive Report (Customs Form 59). 
On the Customs Fugitive Report (CF 59) enter the date of the report, 
the case number, the name of the originating office, and check the 
cancel box.  The subject need only be identified by name, date of 
birth, TECS system identification number, and Customs Fugitive 
number.  In the space provided for "other reason for canccllntion, 
date" enter "Turned over to DEA" and the date.  In the space 
provided to "explain other reason" show what Drug Enforcement 
Administration office the matter was turned over to, their case 
number, and the reason, i.e., the category into which the subject 
falls.  Distribution of the completed report is to be in the usual 
manner, except that the triplicate--Burcau Desk Officers' Copy-- 
is to be furnished to the Headquarters, Intelligence Division", 
with the original. 

If a determination as to a subject's status has not been made by 
October 5, 1973, when the next Customs Fugitive Status Verification 
(CF 60) is due to be issued, the cancellation may be reported on 
the CF 60 when it is returned.  The CF 60 may be used if the 
cancellation information required for the CF 59 set forth above 
is included on the CF 60. 

Sector Intelligence Units receiving Customs Forms 59 or 60 reporting 
the cancellation of Customs Fugitives, by reason of the Drug 
Enforcement Administration assuming responsibility, arc to modify 
the subject's TECS entry as follows and forward their source 
ilotii.,:cnts to tlie Headquarters, Intelligence Division ,ivith a copy 
of the modified record on an Intelligence Division transmittal. 
.'liHiify :.^-.iy.   liiu- r>.'', rii.-.ifivv' i :)uT, \o   ri-|'V-i. ;!:i- (",••;. 
Fugitive number with Other Agency Fugitive (52:0/.). 

Modify scan line 41, remarks, by placing "DEA Fugitive-Confirm 
status with DMA-" as the first 37 characters followed by any 
pertinent remarks contained in the existing record. 
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MoJify scan line 30, case number, by replacing the existing case 
niiiiibcr witli O)22A0223500 and enter the existing Customs case 
number in scan line 53, related case numbers. 

l;nter the station code FVIN in scan line ^6, entering station 
code, to transfer the record to Headquarters, Intelligence 
Division. 

On receipt of Customs Forms 59 or 60 reporting the cancellation 
of Customs Fugitives by reason of this circular, the Headquarters, 
Intelligence Division,will furnish the Drug Enforcement Adrainis- 
tration Headquarters with copies of the Customs Headquarters 
fugitive control file and advise of Customs intention to cancel 
the NCIC entry.  When notified by Drug Enforcement Administration 
Headquarters that the subject is entered in NCIC by that office, 
the Customs NCIC entry will be canceled.  Customs Headquarters, 
Intelligence Division,will coordinate with the Drug nnforcement 
Administration Headquarters for tlie periodic validation of those 
subjects entered in TECS as DEA fugitives. 

In those cases where a Customs office has posted a lookout (INS 
Soundex, Coast Guard, local police, FI!I Form 1-12, etc.) with 
another agency, and the Drug Enforcement Administration is 
assuming responsibility, the agency holding the lookout is to 
be advised by the Customs office posting the lookout that the 
matter is being assumed by the Drug Enforcement Administration. 
A new contact number for the appropriate Drug Enforcement Adminis- 
tration office should be furnished to the agency holding the 
lookout. 

4.  RESPONSIUILiriES 

It is the responsibility of each Special Agent in Charge to insure 
that the instructions contained in this circularNirc carried out. 

File:     ENF  9-01   I:I:S 

Oilarrcirc carrjcd 

Commissioner of Customs 

n)»:TnT'"'ITTOV:      All   nrfirr   of   Tn-c-r '-n t io"-:   IVr-.on-'-l 
AM   Ke.nioii.il   Co'aiiii ssionors 
All   Regional  Counsels;  All  Customs Advisors 
All  Regional  Directors,  Security  (, Audit 
Dircitor,   N;itioiinl   Tr.iining  Center 
Director,   Law Enforcement  Data  Processing Division 
Chief,  CIE 



118 

Mr. BARTELS. AS well as one general operating agreement with the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service. The Customs ones are more 
specific. 

[The following agreement was received for the record:] 
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Departnent of Justice 

Immigration and Naturalization        Drug Enforcement 
Service Administration 

OPERATIONAL AGREEMENT 

I. Introduction 

CONSIDERING that Executive Order 11727 dated July 10, 1973 
designates the Attorney General as the Coordinator for all activ- 
ities of the executive branch, departments, and agencies which 
are directly related to the enforcement of laws on narcotics and 
dangerous drugs; 

DESIRING to meet the mandate of Recorganization Plan No. 2 
which places on the Attorney General, the Department of Justice, 
or any officer or any agency of that Department the responsibility 
to make investigations and to engage in drug law enforcement activ- 
ities at ports of entry or along the land and water borders of 
the United States; 

RECOGNIZING the Drug Enforcement Administration's primary 
jurisdiction in drug enforcement and the Immigration and Natural- 
ization Service's incidental role in the same activity, the Com- 
missioner of Immigration and Naturalization and the Administrator, 
Drug Enforcement Administration, have joinly decided that the fol- 
lowing Operational Agreement will become effective immediately. 

II. Intelligence 

A) All information received by INS relating to the illicit 
drug traffic or other violations of the Controlled Substances 
Act will promptly be referred to DEA for appropriate action. 

B) INS will initiate -a service-wide program to insure that 
all of their sources of information are debriefed as to any 
knowledge of drug related matters. 

C) As a matter of routine policy. INS will debrief all 
arrested illegal aliens about their knowledge of the illicit 
drug traffic, either in the United States or in foreign countries, 
with a view towards locating foreign sources of supply of illicit 
drugs. 
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D) Any information received by DEA relating to the clan- 
destine entry or snuggling of aliens, as well as other vio- 
lations of immigration laws, will be referred promptly to INS 
for appropriate action. 

E) The agencies herein involved will share and make avail- 
able to one another relevant information gleaned from their 
respective sources and, where possible, the source will be made 
available. 

F) INS will routinely supply DEA with copies of Reports of 
Apprehensions and Seizures (INS Form 1-44) and DEA will, without 
delay, furnish INS a copy of all Personal History Reports (DEA 
Form 202] pertaining to arrested aliens or naturalized citizens 
and, as soon as possible, afford INS the opportunity to debrief 
arrested aliens regarding their status, their knowledge of clan- 
destine entry or smuggling of aliens, or of other violations of 
immigration laws. 

III. Operations 

A) All seizures of drugs effected by INS incidental to their 
daily operations, will be referred to DEA as expeditiously as 
possible, whether or not the drug was known to have been smuggled 
into the United States. 

B) Drugs seized by INS will be surrendered, against receipt, 
to DEA who will also assume custody of all defendants arrested 
at the time of seizure.  Follow-up investigations will be the 
sole responsibility of DEA. 

C) If the amount of drugs seized is minimal, the seizure 
will, at the discretion of DEA, be referred to the State or 
local authorities for judicial action.  If these authorities 
decline action, the drugs seized will be surrendered, against 
receipt, to DEA for disposition. 

0)  Any cache of drugs located by INS along the borders of 
the United States, on land or water, will be brought to the im- 
mediate attention of DEA who shall assume jurisdiction over the 
case.  If practical, INS will continue to assist DEA in the 
surveillance and eventual interrogations of suspects in these 
cases. 

E)  Whenever DEA anticipates conducting a drug investigation 
between ports of entry, the matter will be coordinated with the 
appropriate INS representative. 
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F] When a "convoy" operation is anticipated, DEA will 
coordinate the operation with the appropriate U. S. Border 
Patrol headquarters supervisory officer in order to eliminate 
the possibility of compromise and the danger of unnecessary or 
inadvertent exposure of the convoy subject(s] by Border Patrol 
Agents. 

G) DEA will be furnished maps or charts, as needed, showing 
area locations of sensing devices.  Prior to entering a border 
area where U. S. Border Patrol sensing devices have been in- 
stalled and are operational, DEA field supervisors will notify 
the appropriate INS field supervisor (i.e. Chief Patrol Agent). 
Information on the locations of sensing devices will be limited 
to a strict "need to know" basis. 

H)  To avoid duplications in the expenditure of money, man- 
power, and electronic detection equipment, INS shall be primarily 
responsible for the acquisition and operation of electronic in- 
trusion and road monitoring equipment.  DEA will furnish whatever 
technical support is available, particularly in the development 
of new detection devices. 

I)  INS will be given, on a continuous basis, biographical 
data on all DEA fugitives who shall be entered in the INS 
Look Out System.  Likewise, DEA will routinely make appropriate 
inquiries to detect and report the location of all individuals 
wanted by INS. 

J)  In matters of joint interest, INS and DEA will, if 
necessary and to the extent possible, and as authorized by law 
or Departmental regulations, support each other's operations 
with personnel and equipment. 

IV.  Communications - Training 

A) In matters of mutual interest in the area of the border, 
upon specific request for a particular location, the Service 
will authorize DEA the privilege of operating radio equipment 
on frequencies assigned to the Service.  In those circumstances, 
DEA will observe all INS radio standards and operational 
procedures. 

B) DEA and INS will, without delay, initiate a cross 
training program designed to familiarize all personnel with 
the laws governing each respective agency.  The training shall 
also be geared towards promoting better understanding of the 
responsibilities of each agency and, thereby, increase the 
total effectiveness. 
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V.  Liaison 

A) To insure the smooth implementation of this agreement, 
each agency will designate liaison representatives at the level 
of their respective Headquarters.  These liaison rep.-esentatives 
will meet, as required, to review all operational or policy 
problems, promulgate programs to increase cooperation, and 
formulate plans to meet future requirements. 

B) The same close liaison will be implemented at all man- 
agerial levels in the field to insure operational effectiveness. 

Washington, D.C.,   11/29, 1973 

/s/ James F. Greene        /s/ John R. 
Acting Commissioner Administrator 

Immigration § Naturalization    Drug Enforcement Administration 
Service 

|XU-I«M«I 
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Mr. BARTELS. In addition, most of our operations, our coordination 

with those other two agencies concern naturally the borders. To some 
extent with Customs it is overseas, and with the help and assistance of 
Ambassador Vance we are in the process of signing an agreement with 
Customs involving the Federal Republic of Germany. 

Most of our agreements, however, are along the border and involve 
the exchange of information and inteUigence between our two agen- 
cies. We have institutionaUzed an agreement and we are in the process 
of setting up a trial basis, or at least as an experiment, an intelligence 
center at El Paso which had the awful acronym of BRAIN for Border 
Regional Area Intelligence Network, which I hated, until I killed it, 
but nonetheless, it is a formal task force to exchange information among 
the various agencies. 

DEA, Customs, Immigration and Naturalization, and to a lesser 
extent with the State agencies which have formed regional groups. 

[The following information was received for the record:] 

EL PABO INTELUOENCE CBNTEH 

The agreement between DEA and INS is verbal and the extent of the oommit- 
ment includes manpower allocation and shared administrative expenses. Attached 
is a copy of a memorandum from INS Deputy Commissioner Greene to the As- 
sociate Commissioner, Enforcement, which provides complete background in- 
formation on our agreement with INS. 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Memorandum 
CO 1285-P 

XQ        :  Aiiociate Commissioner, Enforcement OATX: Oct. 4,  1974 

FKOU    :   Deputy Conunissioner 

tUBJMT:  El Paso IntelUgence Center (EPIC) 

On March 4,   1974, in response to the request of the Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB) for the position of the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service and the Drug Enforce- 
ment Administration (DEA) on salient issues related to the 
security of the United States' borders,  the Department of 
Justice submitted to OMB a paper entitled "A SECURE BORDER: 
An Analysis of Issues Affecting the U.S.  Departntent of Justice". 
Recommendation No.  7 of this paper suggested: 

".. .that DEA establish and direct the operations of 
a Southwest Border IntelUgence Service Center which 
would provide for the most effective sharing of 
intelligence developed by border enforcement agencies. 
The Center would be staffed by representatives of DEA, 
IlcNS and Customs." 

DEA Proposal 

Mr.  John R.  Bartels,  Jr., Administrator of the Drug Enforce- 
ment Administration wrote a letter to Conunissioner Chapman 
on April 23,   1974,  in which he referred to Recommendation No. 7 
and stated that: 

"I would like to propose that we in the Department of 
Justice,   DEA and I&NS cooperatively utilise our 
resources to accomplish this stated goal." 

OMB Decision 

On June 5,   1974, a letter from Mr.   Roy L. Ash,   Director of 
the Office of Management and Budget to Attorney General Saxbe 
indicated that an operating agreement was needed "to provide 
for the implementation of the border intelligence service center 

under DEA leadership. 
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IfcNS Reaponae 

In a letter dated June 17,  1974,  from Deputy Commissioner 
Greene to Mr.  William J.   Durkin,  Assistant Administrator for 
Enforcement,  I&NS endorsed the concept of the Southwest Border 
Intelligence Service Center and suggested discussions between 
DEA and I&NS relating to "the need for greater emphasis on 
tactical intelligence at the proposed center and I&NS' share of 
the funding and staffing; of the center." 

Over the next two months,   discussions were held during which 
DEA laid out its basic proposal.    (Copy attached)   I&NS indicated 
what it was willing to put into the system and what it expected to 
get out of the system.    During this  period,   explorations of 
possible resource commitnnents were undertaken. 

The Proposed System 

DEA's original proposal for the Intelligence Service Center 
suggested that the purpose of the Center would be to provide a 
complete and accurate intelligence "picture" of the Southwest 
border for use in the provision of tactical and strategic intelligence 
to agencies with border responsibilities.    The basic methodology 
of the Center would be the gathering of data from DEA,  I&NS and 
Customs arraying the data in a meaningful way,   identifying "holes" 
in the data,  and asking DEA,  I&NS or Customs agents to "plug" 
those "holes". 

The personnel at the Center will not be involved in conducting 
investigations or developing informants but rather would depend 
upon the I&NS,   DEA and Customs forces already available to 
perform this type of operational field work.    The job of the Center 
is to consist almost exclusively of gathering,  analyzing,   and 
summarizing information and disseminating relevant intelligence 
to the appropriate border offices.    It will serve as the hub of an 
intelligence network which coordinates the anti-intrusion efforts 
of Federal agencies. , 

The input to the system would include,  but not be limited to: 

- All DEA-6 and 202 reports; 

- All similar I&NS reports (1-44); 

- All DE:A and I&NS drug related teletype messages; 

4l-gi2 O - 74 • 
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- All OEA and IliNS drug related monthly status reports; 
and 

- Input from other agencies Is yet to be determined. 
Other agencies being considered as possible sources of 
data Include Customs, ATF, IRS,  DOD,   Coast Guard. 
FAA and FBI. 

The proposed output of the system is: 

- Collection and coorcUnation of tactical intelligence activity; 

- Coordination of all border activities with non-fixed base 
components, i.e., DEA and I&NS aircraft and vehicles 
and with all border regional or district offices; 

- Production of tactical and strategic intelligence reports; 
and 

- Coordination of sensitive collection methods and operations. 

The possible IliNS contributions to the Center include: 

- Aircraft spotting by our widely deployed force; 

- Reports froin Border Patrol pilots about the frequency of 
use of remote airstrips; 

- Information gathered from the IScNS informant network 
could be expanded to include drugs; and 

- Information developed by debriefing apprehended aliens. 

The benefits which I&NS may derive from the Center Include: 

- Strategic information about the growing,  transportatlcn 
and destination of marihuana; 

- Tactical (operational) intelligence about when, where and 
how much marihuana will be coming in so we may send a 
team out to intercept the load; 

- The informait network of the other agencies involved 
will be used to provide information on alien documentation 
counterfeiting rings and alien smuggling rings; and 
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- DEA may provide some tactical assistance, 
helicopters. 

Resource Commitznents 

DEA proposed that IStNS commit twelve (12) positions and agree 
to share 20 to 25 percent of the cost of the facility,  while DEA 
would commit twenty-one (21) positions and pick up 50 percent 
of the cost of the facility. 

It was agreed that I&NS would fund and staff six(6) officer positions 
and that any decision about other l&NS resource comznitnnents 
would be deferred until some undefined later date. 

Mr.  Jacques Kiere of DEA has been designated as Chief of the 
El Paso Intelligence Center (EPIC),  and Mr.  Gerald O'Conor 
of I&NS has been selected as the Deputy Chief. 

Direction and Support 

Operational control of all l&NS personnel will be nnaintained by 
the Deputy Commissioner with day-to-day coordination by the 
Associate Commissioner,  Enforcement and Assistant Commissioner, 
Border Patrol.    Administrative support will be furnished by 
the Southwest Regional Office through the Chief Patrol Agent, 
El Paso,  Texas,  and additional funds will be allotted to the El Paso 
Sector for such purpose.    Travel will be authorized within the 
limit of liiNS funds available.    The determination as to travel and 
personnel and equipment will be made by the Deputy Commissioner, 
on the advice of the Associate Commissioner,  Enforcement and 
the Assistant Commissioner,  Border Patrol. 
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Mr. BARTELS. I would say in general the exchange of information, 
intelligence and coordination has improved over the past j'ear. I 
think while I have problems with the overall view of where we stand 
toward the future, that area has improved and is improving and I am 
somewhat more optimistic about that. With the State and local 
governments it frankly varies. 

We have put an emphasis, as you can tell, on higher level traffickers 
and on major interstate and overseas dealers. In working with the 
States naturally we have had to reassess our manpower and resources 
so we have taken resources frankly from some of the inner cities, some 
of the major cities, and put them overseas or at the border, thereby 
decreasing our strength in the major cities and in some of the smaller 
cities. 

To compensate for that, we have tried to increase the task force idea 
which is a program intended to combine the efforts of some of our 
personnel with those of State and local police. 

The intention of it is that there will be a leverage effect and that the 
State and local police will work on major violators, with the assistance 
of our interstate capability and our overseas capability and intelli- 
gence capability rather than working on personal possession of 
marihuana cases. 

They have increased not as fast or as quickly as I had hoped. Part of 
the problem with those lies in a disparate pattern of funding through- 
out the various States and among the various cities. 

In your district there is a very active one in Broward County, as I 
am sure you are familiar with, and there has been one operating in 
Miami, so that we would hope that they continue, because the mere 
act of putting men in different jurisdictions in the same room, having 
them sit down with one another and work together, forces them to 
recognize the limitations of their own experience and abilities, to learn 
new techniques and new approaches from other people, and to recog- 
nize and overcome the petty jurisdictional jealousies that periodically 
spring up, as well as to increase the exchange of intelligence when 
needed to see what the size of our problem is, what we are doing, and 
to approach it rationally. 

I think it makes a lot of sense, and I hope it continues. 
Mr. ROGERS. What do you have to do if you want FBI people 

involved? 
Mr. BARTELS. Well, what we have done is I have talked with the 

Director on a monthly to bimonthly basis. In turn, we have used the 
concept of a Federal organized crime task force to exchange that 
information and that intelligence. 

Mr. ROGERS. Would you exchange information? 
Mr. BARTELS. Yes, we do. 
Mr. ROGERS. I suppose you need some personnel. 
Mr. BARTELS. That is beyond their jurisdiction statutorily and 

also by agreement. 
Mr. ROGERS. Well, now, I don't know about statutorily. Where 

in the statute does it say the FBI cannot enforce Federal law on drugs? 
Mr. BARTELS. The statute gives prime responsibility to the Drug 

Enforcement Administration-—there is nothing in the statute that 
phrased it the way you phrase it. 

Mr. ROGERS. NO; there is nothing that prohibits the FBI. 
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Mr. BARTELS. That is right. 
Mr. ROGERS. But maybe by agreement there may be some con- 

dition set. That is what I am concerned with. What are those condi- 
tions? Why can't they be called upon? How many agents do they have, 
do you suppose, just roughly? 

^ir. BARTBLS. Approximately 8,000 agents but  
Mr. ROGERS. HOW many do we have on DEA? 
Mr. BARTELS. DEA has 2,200. 
Mr. ROGERS. And some of those are overseas, or is that 

counting- 
Mr. BARTELS. NO; we have approximately 1,800 domestically. 
Mr. ROGERS. SO, there is 8,000 that agreement says they don't get 

involved. 
Mr. BARTELS. They don't routine!)- get involved. There is no 

reason, and, indeed, they have been used m certain limited instances 
and the thesis behind the agreement is that there should be one or- 
ganization with responsibility both in dealing with other law enforce- 
ment organizations on a Federal, State, and foreign level, so that we 
won't be stepping all over one another. 

I believe in that concept. We have used the FBI and their personnel 
in an operational sense on several specific examples. I think their use 
and their experti.se is more effective and lies in the exchange of intelli- 
gence, in computers, in organized crime activity, and in debriefing 
informants, and that is where Assistant Director Cleveland and 1 
have tried to improve that coordination. 

Frankly, the undercover operations are sophisticated and difficult 
enough so that for an FBI agent trained in a number of other areas, 
and far superior to us in a number of other areas, to unilaterally and 
sudderdy engage in that sort of activity could be counterproductive. 

I think there is enough that we can do here initially where improve- 
ment can still be made before we get into the other areas. 

I may add that I omitted the assistance of the Coast Guard, which 
I think has a tremendous role that it could play and that it has started 
to plaj' under Admiral Siler. 

It is the Coast Guard who have been most helpful and most efficient 
in intercepting the wholesale yacht traffic from Jamaica. 

As you know, they are within the Department of Transportation 
and imtil recently have been somewhat reluctant to engage in law 
enforcement activity-, and here in a limited area I think they have 
proven to be very helpful. 

Mr. ROGERS. Has there been any agreement with the Coast Guard 
now? 

Mr. BARTELS. Not a formal agreement on operating procedures in 
general. They have agreed, again through the efforts of Ambassador 
Vance and at the request of the Government of Jamaica, to assist us 
and in turn assisting the Jamaicans. 

I hope to be able to interest them to do more of that along the 
Southwest between Baja California, and southern California, where 
again we are getting hurt by yacht traffic. 

Mr. ROGERS. What would you have to do to get their full effort? 
Mr. BARTELS. Well, I have a meeting scheduled with them—I am 

afraid the date escapes me, but it is an indeterminate period after the 
initiation of this Jamaican situation—in which I intend to press on 
them that added task. 
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Mr. ROGERS. Would you let this committee know? 
Mr. BARTELS. I would be very happy to. Thank you. 
Mr. ROGERS. I would think the Coast Guard would have that as 

part of its responsibility. 
Mr. BARTELS. I would like to interest them. 
Mr. ROGERS. And if they are not interested, let this committee 

know and we will get some interest going. 
Mr. BARTELS. Thank you. 
[The following information was received for the record:] 

AGREEMENT WITH COAST GUARD 

DEA requested the United States Coast Guard to render assistance in DEA 
"Operation Buccaneer," concerning trafficking from Jamaica. 

On July 27, 1974, the Commander, Seventh Coast Guard District, Miami, 
Florida published an Operation Order which instructed his District to participate 
in "Operation Buccaneer." This was done with concurrence of the Commandant, 
U.S. Coast Guard, after he had been given a briefing on Buccaneer by Special 
Projects Division. The first Coast Guard Cutter was on station in the Windward 
Passage on August 1 and the operation is continuing. 

On October 18, 1974, Administrator Bartels requested that the Coast Guard 
continue their assistance through December 15, 1974 and the request was ap- 
proved by the Commandant on October 21. 

Mr. ROGERS. Also, I think it might be well to let us see the agree- 
ment with the FBI. 

Mr. BARTELS. We will. 
Mr. ROGERS. I think the committee would be interested in that. 
Mr. BARTELS. That is in a series of letters and I will send the entire 

correspondence. 
[The following information was received for the record:] 
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AGREEMENT WITH FBI 

CM. ••  

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Memorandum 
TO       :    All Regional Directors oAisMarch 26, 1974 

FSOM   :    George M. Belk 
Assistant Administrator 

for Intelligence 

SUBJECT:    Liaison with FBI 

The recently issued DEA Notice entitled Regional Intelligence 
Operations covers, among other areas, the general span of 
our interface with other enforcement agencies.   This 
memorandum supplements the Notice with reference to FBI 
liaison.   The contents of this memorandum will be incorporated 
into the Agents Manual in the near future.   (Reference Notice 
Sections G2(b), G3(c), Attachment A to Notice, Sections Al(a), 
A2(b), and B2(c). 

BACKGROUND 

Following meetings between the Director, FBI, and the 
Administrator, DEA, the FBI has agreed to an intensified 
narcotic intelligence collection effort.   In turn, DEA will 
collect and furnish information of interest to the FBI. 
Neither agency will have responsibility to identify sources 
by name or agree to their being debriefed by the other agency. 
The RIU Supervisor (or the designee for this function) will 
assure that any dissemination of information will not jeopardize 
any ongoing enforcement or intelligence activity.   In these 
instances, the dissemination may be delayed until such time as 
appropriate. 

PROCEDURES 

1.   The RIU will act as the focal point for liaison with the FBI. 
In those field offices not having a separate RIU, field management 
will designate a supervisory level or senior agent to perform 
this function. 
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2. Information developed through the field office informant 
debriefing program (Notice G3(a)), or any other field office 
activity, that would be of interest to the FBI will be fed to the 
RIU for dissemination to the appropriate FBI point of contact. 

3. The field office will design its liaison program with the FBI 
to assure that incoming information from them is received by the 
RIU for internal dissemination or filing. 

4. The RIU will establish appropriate files to readily retrieve 
information on the adequacy of liaison with the FBI.   This would 
Include the number of referrals to and from, as well as subjective 
Information on the merit of the information.   The reporting 
called for in Notice Attachment A:  A2(b) will encompass the 
FBI liaison in the RIU territory; including statistical and 
subjective information gleaned from the above files.   These 
wotdd be done quarterly, initial due date 6/1/74. 

5. FBI/DEA liaison at the Headquarters level will be handled by 
the Office of Intelligence, Domestic/Central Section (IGDC). 
The reports prepared under (4) above will be forwarded to 
IGDC. 

ic^yc /BL ̂ ^ 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT DEP.MITMENT OF JUSTrCE 

Memorandum 
TO       ;   Mr. Phillip R. Smith, Chief DAT»: December 19. 1973 

Domestic Intelligence Division 

FBOM   :   George M. Belk 
Assistant Administrator 

for Intelligence 

SUBJSCT:   DEA/FBI Cooperation 

As a result of two recent meetings between Mr. Bartels 
and FBI Director Kelly, the FBI has agreed to debrief 
their Informants regarding narcotics intelligence and 
provide this data to DEA on a continuing basis.   Concur- 
rently, this agency has agreed to do the same with its 
sources and provide the FBI with intelligence on non- 
narcotic activities that come within their area of juris- 
diction. 

The Administrator has asked me to meet with Bill 
Cleveland and work out the details of such an exchange. 
I plan to meet with Mr. Cleveland shortly after January 
1st along with you and Dan Casey. 

In view of this please prepare, in collaboration with 
Enforcement, a position paper to include pertinent 
discussion points we wish to cover.   This should also 
be included as an agenda item at the DRD's conference, 
scheduled for January 8-9, 1974. 

/<-^'-y<  //,\ ' r^//- 
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UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Memorandum 
TO       : Mr. William J. DurWn «>AT«:    J^J^    g ^ 

Assistant Administrator 
Ipr EnfiJrcement • 

niBM    :^B. ^iUbrough.^tniief 
Enforcement Policy and Communications 

Division 
tUBjEcr: Request for Names of DEA Agents 

for FBI Liaison Function 

Mr. Tartaglino telephoned today to request that you 
nominate agents to serve as selected city liaison 
officers to the FBI.   This request is apparently the 
result of an agreement Mr. Bartels made to Director 
Clarence Kelley at their recent meeting. 

I was informed Mr. Bartels agreed we would provide the 
names of higher level supervisors in the following cities 
and that the FBI would in turn provide names from these 
offices: - y 

New York City 
Buffalo -T---.. 
Newark 
Philadelphia . '• 
Baltimore 
Pittsburgh 
Cleveland 
Detroit 
Chicago 
St. Louis 
Kansas City ' 
New Orleans 
Los Angeles 
San Francisco 

Mr. Tartaglino stated you might want to add a few other 
cities (such as Miami) and might want to discuss this with 
Mr. Bartels. 
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Mr. ROGERS. NOW, for Customs you have an agreement arranged 
where you may do some work and may even follow, into the country 
from an outside source if it has been followed at the time of entry; 
is that correct? 

Mr. BAHTELS. That is on the convoy type of case. Our arrangement 
is that we may do it, but with two preconditions. One, notification 
has to be made as soon as possible, hopefully before the shipment 
comes in, which has not been a problem. 

Second, where at all possible the narcotics have to be removed 
and nontoxic material substituted. In other words, so that therefore 
we could follow the convoy in, not necessarily intercept it at the 
border, but take it on to its ultimate destination and hopefully break 
up a ring. 

There are some details that we are working out ad we see cflses 
arise, but in general that is working. 

Mr. ROGERS. What are the main problems that you see? 
Mr. BAHTELS. YOU get a chain-of-custody problem. In other words, 

there are two problems. One is if the seizure is made at the border, 
what are the circumstances? If it is made openly at the border, if we 
know a brown Cadillac is coming in and it is made openly at the 
border, frequently traffickers will have somebody standing by to see 
if that car goes through Customs unmolested. 

If it is stopped and examined and there is any substitution or any- 
thing unusual is done to the car, that watchman will forward that 
news ahead so that the circumstances of any substitution or search 
have to be done in an unusual manner depending on the circumstances. 

The individual judgment decision unhappily frequently has to be 
made under sudden circumstances by people right at the border and 
occasionally you will get a disagreement, but not generally. 

The same example is true that if the same or similar problem exists 
upon the seizure at the border of those narcotics in the chain of 
custody, we have been able to work that out. 

Small practical problems that could be a problem. Do they go to 
the Customs chemist first? Do they then go to our chemist? If they 
don't go to the Customs chemist, how does Customs know from their 
own point of view that it is indeed heroin of a certain strength? 

Mr. ROGERS. DO they take the word of your laboratory? 
Mr. BAHTELS. Yes, but there could be problems. They say, we 

have the statutory responsibility, so that we are working it out 
jointly. 

Mr. ROGERS. But currently they don't take the word of your lab 
people. They have to do it in their own laboratory. 

Mr. BARTELS. If it is over two ounces and one of their labs is 
available, they do it there and we follow it right through. 

Mr. ROGERS. DO you take their word? 
Mr. BAHTELS. Yes. I don't put it as taking the word  
Mr. ROGERS. Taking their scientific finding. 
Mr. BAHTELS. The problem is that when you make different tests 

on heroin you can come up with different scientific findings depending 
on which portion you test. If you have a kilo of heroin and you take 
it out of the lower right-hand comer, I am informed that it may be a 
different strength than that of the upper right-hand corner, so nobody 
doubts that it is heroin, nobody doubts that it is in such and such a 
range. 
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It would be difficult for court testimony if you had a situation where 
one chemist said it is 98 percent pure and the other said it is 87 per- 
cent pure. It raises the specter that perhaps it has been tampered with. 

I am concerned lest that specter be raised. I would rather have one 
chemist or a joint testing immediately, and we are in the process of 
that. 

Mr. RooERs. I would think so, because I would think the more 
you have testing it the more variety you might have. 

Mr. BARTBLS. That is right. 
Mr. ROGERS. But that is currently the situation? 
Mr. BARTELS. Yes. 
Mr. ROGERS. Is that goin^ to be changed? 
Mr. BARTELS. It is changing in San Diego as we get a laboratory 

there. Part of that situation is not any different between Customs 
and DEA. Part of that circumstance is a change in the traffic and 
DEA did not have a laboratory in the San Diego area. Therefore, we 
used the Customs laboratory and Customs said, and quite rightly, 
fine, we will test it but then we want to store it and we want it done 
our way and that is in the process of changing. 

Mr. ROGERS. IS there differing testing procedures that you use 
from Customs? 

Mr. BARTELS. Yes; there can be. 
Mr. ROGERS. Why? 
Mr. BARTELS. I can't give you the scientific chemical reasons why. 

It depends what you are looking for. 
Mr. ROGERS. Well, what are we looking for? Are we trying to find 

out whether it is heroin, the strength, maybe with any signs as to 
where it came from or how it was processed? 

Mr. BARTELS. That is right. We are looking for the three major 
factors, whether it is heroin, the strength, and what its secondarj' 
characteristics are as an indication of where it comes from. 

You can take it through a series of what they call chemical signa- 
ture, using a fairly sophisticated procedure and bring it down into the 
situation where you may be able to tell which laboratory refined it. 

Mr. ROGERS. Is this generally done? 
Mr. BARTELS. NO. It is too expensive and too time consuming, but 

it is done on certain samples and it requires a broader sample and it 
requires a lot of chemists' time as well as some fairly sophisticated 
machinery. 

In some areas Customs has machinery, in others we have it, but the 
point that I want to stress to you is that there is not a difference of 
philosophy or an antagonism that exists there. 

Mr. ROGERS. Should we establish one set of laboratories that both 
services can use, or anyone else in the Federal service, even the FBI 
could use for the analysis of chemicals? 

Mr. BARTELS. I don't think for analysis. I thought about that a 
freat deal because I think your question makes an awful lot of sense, 
ut the different agencies have different goals frequently. 
Mr. ROGERS. But couldn't you request the lab to give you what 

information you desire? 
Mr. BARTELS. Not and handle what we are doing. For instance, we 

are in the process now of building other labs. I think what we do need 
is one uniform research laboratory. 
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The chemical analysis, I have been to the Customs labs, I have seen 
the type of work they do. I have seen where their expertise lies, whero 
I beheve they are more sophisticated and better equipped than we are, 
and vice versa. 

The research laboratories, I think there is a legitimate purpose in 
having one uniform research laboratory in the entire executive oranch 
for law enforcement. I think to some extent we are reinventing the 
wheel periodically. 

Mr. ROGERS. HOW many do we have? 
Mr. BARTELS. There is one in the Bureau. We are in the process of 

expanding one. It was very small and frankly pretty basic. 
There is one in Customs. I suspect each agency has one depending 

on its size and nature. 
Mr. ROGERS. What about CIA? 
Mr. BARTELS. It has one. 
Mr. ROGERS. And do you have any contact with CIA? 
Mr. BARTELS. Fairly limited. 
Mr. ROGERS. TO what extent? 
Mr. BARTELS. There have been meetings where we have sat down— 

"we" being our scientific people, the man who is in charge of our 
scientific laboratory—has sat down with a group of laboratory directors 
including the agency to see what is available on the shelf, on the 
market, and to exchange information along that line. 

Mr. ROGERS. But otherwise no. 
Mr. BARTELS. NO, not in basic research. 
Mr. ROGERS. Do they ever give you any information as to move- 

ment of heroin? 
Mr. BARTELS. Yes, but not from the laboratory. That would be 

through the program that Mr. Ernst spoke to. 
Mr. ROGERS. What contact do you have there? What lines are 

established? 
Mr. BARTELS. In every embassy where there is a DEA agent and a 

station chief, there will be a country team. Each representative will 
be a member of that team. That team meets with regularity. That is 
overseen by Ambassador Vance's office and the exchange of informa- 
tion comes at that level. 

Mr. ROGERS. Is it frequent? 
Mr. BARTELS. Yes. 
Mr. ROGERS. But it is at the embassy level in the various countries? 
Mr. BARTELS. Yes. It comes up to headquarters level when there 

is a problem or where there is some indication that we should amend 
something or change it. But it has been frequent and to my knowledge 
open and good. 

Mr. ROGERS. Did you want to comment on that? 
Mr. ERNST. Mr. Chairman, I would like to refer back to my mention 

of the organization under the Cabinet committee and particularly to 
the coordinating subcommittee and various functional bodies appended 
to it, one of which is the intelligence subcommittee which is chaired 
by a representative from CIA and includes drug enforcement ad- 
ministration people, people from the Department of Defense, the 
Department of State, and other concerned agencies. This group makes 
penodic assessments of the extent of the problem in such and such a 
country as it bears on the American drug scene, and, therefore, it is 
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an essential resource to our decision making as to how to deploy our 
resources in this fight. 

Mr. ROGERS. HOW often are these decisions made? 
Mr. ERNST. I would say every 2 months or so there is a meeting 

of that group on one or another country. Then each year in connec- 
tion with program planning there is an overall assessment to bring 
in the latest information to reaffirm the priorities which we attach 
to different programs. 

Mr. ROGERS. Where are these meetings held? 
Mr. ERNST. In the Department of State. 
Mr. ROGERS. Here in Washington? 
Mr. ERNST. Yes. This is the Washington side, and as Mr. Bartels 

says, at the embassies there are groups. There is the country team in 
which the members function and also there are narcotics action 
committees serving under the country team, usually chaired by a 
senior State Department official, often the Deputy Chief of Mission. 

Mr. ROGERS. One of the criticisms of a former report of the General 
Accounting Office was that the national police of the various countries 
lack the reliable means of exchanging information. Does that problem 
still exist? 

Mr. BARTELS. In some countries, yes. 
Mr. ROGERS. Are we doing anythiJng to try to be helpful? 
Mr. BARTELS. Yes. In some cases we are successful and are able to 

bring different police forces together on a greater level and others 
we are not. But we are doing something about it. In others I am not 
happy. 

Mr. ROGERS. I think you might let us have a Ust of those where 
you feel something has been done and those that have not. Now, what 
about the use of informers in the international drug control? That 
was one of the criticisms, they were not using informers. Is that still 
true? 

Mr. BARTELS. We are not using them as much as I would like to see. 
Mr. ROGERS. What have you done to change that? 
Mr. BARTELS. Well, you have to get men from the Drug Enforce- 

ment Administration of such judgment and skill in the language and 
knowledge of local customs that they can enjoy the confidence of 
both the Ambassador and his team first, and, second, the local law 
enforcement people. In a number of countries we are moving in 
fairly new and that form of trust and confidence builds up slowly 
over a period of years. 

What needs to be done about it is that we have to continue doing 
what we are doing now except on a larger scale. 

I can furnish the committee with a study that was done by the 
Institute of Defense Analysis for the Bureau of Narcotics and Danger- 
ous Drugs. It was done on that but it was during the early part when I 
first came in. 

It is still true, I believe, that a very small percentage of our man- 
power, approximately 8 or 10 percent seizes 90 percent of the drugs 
that we seize. The cost-benefit of an agent overseas is tremendously 
higher than that of an agent in one of the internal inner cities because 
of his motivating influence on the foreign police overseas including 
State and local as well as national. 

Mr. ROGERS. Yes, I think that would be helpful. 
[Testimony resumes on p. 21o.] 
[The following study, referred to, was received for the record:] 
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FOREWORD 

This report has been prepared by the Systems Evaluation 

Division of the Institute for Defense Analyses for the Office 

of Science and Technology, Executive Office of the President 

in response to Contract OST-J-LEAA-019-73-  Under the contract, 

IDA was asked to undertake a study of national narcotics in- 

telligence in two phases; this report constitutes a statement 

of progress made toward the study objectives during the two 

month period of Phase I.  Pew substantive compilations of data 

or analyses have yet been completed and this report represents 

only preliminary findings and assessments. 

The work presented here was prepared under the general 

direction of John B. Lawson.  In addition to Mr. Lawson, the 

principal authors were Lee P. Minlchiello, Robert H. Cohen, 

and James H. Henry. 

The authors would like to acknowledge the cooperation and 

assistance of the many representatives of the federal and city 

narcotics control and intelligence agencies who provided much 

of the information upon which the report is based.  Their can- 

dor and their insights into the problems associated with nar- 

cotics intelligence were invaluable to the authors In devel- 

oping an understanding of a broad and complex community within 

the time constraints of the Phase I study. 

HI 



141 

GLOSSARY 

ADP 

AID 

ASAN 

ATAF 

BNDD 

Bu Prlsons/DOJ 

CADPIN 

CCINC 

CCPC 

CINCPAC 

CONIC 

DAWN 

DDI/CIA 

DDP/CIA 

DIA 

DoD 

DOJ 

FAA 

FBI 

FDLE 

Automatic Data Processing 

Agency for International Development, Depart- 
ment of State 

Arrest and Seizure Analysis Program 

Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms, 
Department of the Treasury 

Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs, 
Department of Justice 

Bureau of Prisons, Department of Justice 

Customs Automated Data Processing Intelligence 
Network 

Cabinet Committee on International Narcotics 
Control (Chaired by Secretary of State) 

Critical Collections Problems Committee, U.S. 
Intelligence Board, National Security Council 

Commander-in-Chief, Pacific 

Cooperative Narcotics Intelligence Committee 
(City of New York) 

Drug Abuse Early Warning Network 

Directorate for Intelligence, Central Intelli- 
gence Agency 

Directorate for Plans, Central Intelligence 
Agency 

Defense Intelligence Agency, Department of 
Defense 

Department of Defense 

Department of Justice 

Federal Aviation Agency, Department of Trans- 
portation 

Federal Bureau of Investigation, Department 
of Justice 

Florida Department of Law Enforcement 
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HEW/NIMH 

HEW/CDC 

INS 

IRS 

LEAA 

LEIU 

Marshals/DOJ 

NADDIS 

NIS/USN 

NSA 

NYCPD 

ODALE 

ONNI 

OSI, USAP 

Organized 
Crime/DOJ 

SAODAP 

SIO 

SS/Treas. 

TELANS 

US IB 

USACIC 

Department of Health, Education and Welfare, 
National Institute of Mental Health 

Department of Health, Education and Welfare, 
Communicable Disease Center 

Immigration and Naturalization Service, Depart- 
ment of Justice 

Internal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury 

Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 
Department of Justice 

Law Enforcement Intelligence Units 

United States Marshals Service, Department 
of Justice 

Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs Intelligence 
System 

Naval Investigative Service, United States 
Navy 

National Security Agency, 

New York City Police Department 

Office of Management and Budget 

Office of National Narcotics Intelligence, 
Department of Justice 

Office of Special Investigations, United 
States Air Force 

Organized Crime and Racketeering Section, 
Criminal Division, Department of Justice 

Special Action Office for Drug Abuse Prevention 

Strategic Intelligence Office, Bureau of 
Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs, Department 
of Justice 

United States Secret Service, Department of 
the Treasury 

Telephone Analyses 

United States Intelligence Board, National 
Security Council 

U.S. Army Criminal Investigation Command 

vi 
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Chapter I 

INTRODUCTION 

A. PURPOSE 

The stated purpose of the six-month narcotics Intelligence 

study was to "determine the Intelligence needs of the national 

narcotics control community and to examine alternative means of 

making use of existing and potential resources to provide an 

effective all-source Intelligence system to serve national 

narcotics control objectives." 

At midpoint in the two-month Phase I study, the represent- 

atives from the Executive Office of the President Indicated 

that three topics were of particular interest:  the personnel 

resources currently being expended in support of narcotics 

Intelligence, and additional resources which might be needed; 

the requirements process for the several types of narcotics 

intelligence; and recommended actions which could be under- 

taken immediately or in the near term to Improve the narcotics 

Intelligence process and its products.  Consequently, the Phase 

I report has been focused on these areas. 

B. SCOPE 

This Phase I report represents a statement of progress 

made during the first two months of the study. 

During Phase I emphasis was placed on intelligence activ- 

ities in the headquarters of the federal agencies.  Contact 

with law enforcement field offices was limited due to time 

constraints.  However, to provide some understanding of the use 
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and production of Intelligence In the field, visits were made 

to two BNDD (Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs) Regional 

Offices (New York and Baltimore) and the head of the Intelli- 

gence unit of the BNDD Washington, D.C. District Office was 

also Interviewed.  Examination of the Interface between federal 

and local enforcement agencies had, for the same reason, to be 

confined to nearby cities:  visits were made to the New York 

City Police Department; and to the Executive Council of the 

Cooperative Narcotics Intelligence Committee (CONIC), which 

consists of representatives from New York area federal and 

local agencies.  A further limitation was the degree to which 

Intelligence operations abroad could be characterized, since 

It was not possible to visit foreign offices—interviews with 

Washington area officials dealing with foreign intelligence 

provided coverage In this area.  Allowances should be made, 

therefore, for the fact that Phase I field investigations were 

limited to New York which is atypical of other U.S. cities, 

both in the size of its drug problem and in the extent of the 

federal presence, and Baltimore which is very close geograph- 

ically to the federal agencies in Washington.  An examination 

of field operations in a more representative group of cities, 

domestic and foreign, should be made in the Phase II study. 

Attention in Phase I was focused on intelligence activi- 

ties related to trafficking in hard drugs (opiates and cocaine) 

In reflection of the priority emphasis placed on these drugs 

by the community.  Consequently, intelligence associated with 

the compliance enforcement function in BNDD (monitoring the 

production of commercial drugs) was not examined. 

Although tactical intelligence reports from the various 

agencies were reviewed during the course of the study, the 

study focus was on the process of requirement formulation, 

collection, analysis, and information flow within and among 

agencies, and not on the specific Information contained in 



147 

these reports.  While the content of the various types of in- 

telligence products are characterized in general terms, no use 

Is made of names of individuals or other substantive information. 

C.   APPROACH 

The approach followed was to make, within the time con- 

straints of the study, the broadest possible contacts with the 

agencies (and within agencies, with the appropriate offices) 

considered to be a part of the narcotics intelligence commun- 

ity or to contribute intelligence to it.  An attempt was made 

to examine the overall intelligence process for each agency. 

Including requirements, sources of information, collection, 

coordination, analysis, and information storage and retrieval. 

The personnel resources (both number and types) involved in 

narcotics intelligence were also examined.  In the course of 

these interviews the views of agency officials were solicited 

on their own intelligence needs, their perception of the in- 

telligence needs of the community, narcotics control and the 

major problems and issues which they felt were involved with 

the development of an effective narcotics intelligence system. 

(A listing of offices visited and Individuals contacted is 

contained In Appendix A.) 

A review was made of past studies dealing with narcotics 

intelligence.' These are, however, few in number, and in each 

case deal with only a portion of the overall problem (the CCPC 

and NSC studies treat only foreign narcotics Intelligence, and 

the BNDD study focuses almost exclusively on strategic nar- 

cotics intelligence). 

'NSCIC Working Group, U.S. Intelligence Activities Relating to 
International Narcotics Traffic. 21 March 1972, SECRET: U.S. 
Intelligence Board, Critical Collection Problems Committee, 
Intelligence Activities Against Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs, 
October 1972. TOP SECRET; and Godfrey, E. Drexel. The Internal 
Intelligence Needs of the Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous 
Drugs, prepared for BNDD, October 1970. 
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study Limitations 

As pointed out above, the Phase I progress report is based 

on an examination of the narcotics Intelligence process and a 

survey of the narcotics intelligence conmunlty conducted over 

a two-month period.  It was not possible within this time span 

to undertake detailed analyses In such areas as specific re- 

source requirements. Intelligence content, and ADP system con- 

figurations and techniques In support of Intelligence.  Although 

many of the findings reached during the course of the study were 

voiced by some of the officials Interviewed, the Judgments, as 

expressed, are those of the study team which is solely respon- 

sible for them.  To a considerable extent, then, this report 

reflects the assessments of the authors both as to requirements 

and deficiencies in present arrangements.  All of the areas 

covered in this progress report require examination in greater 

depth in the Phase II study.  Findings, therefore, must be 

considered preliminary, and it is possible that they might be 

altered by the results of further study. 

Organization of the Study 

The Phase I progress report is divided into two parts. 

Part 1 presents findings and actions proposed for consideration, 

and a discussion of the problems and Issues identified.  Part 

2 consists of descriptions of the intelligence process In the 

agencies principally Involved in narcotics intelligence, a 

discussion of ADP In the community, and an examination of the 

interface between federal and local agencies.  A supplement to 

the report contains the submissions of the agencies in response 

to the, request made by the Director of the Domestic Council at 

the initiation of the study. 
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Chapter II 

FINDINGS 

The point of departure for the study was the premise that 

an effective narcotics Intelligence system is a necessary com- 

ponent of the overall narcotics control program.  The study 

Identified four general areas In which actions might be taken 

for improving national narcotics intelligence:  assignment of 

authority and responsibility; sharing of intelligence; resource 

allocation; and the intelligence process.  Findings In each of 

these areas are presented below.  Following each finding are 

one or more possible actions proposed for consideration.  In 

the course of the study, three categories of narcotics intel- 

ligence were defined:  strategic, operational, and tactical. 

Table 1 Indicates the typical Information content, use, and 

IntelllKence consumers In each of these categories. 

In order to formulate broad policy and strategy, there is 

a need for strategic narcotics Intelligence, which provides an 

overview of the narcotics threat, foreign and domestic:  foreign 

strategic narcotics intelligence is required to obtain a com- 

prehensive picture of drug production and trafficking, while 

domestic strategic intelligence is needed to observe changes 

in the patterns of drug abuse and to assess the Impact of con- 

trol actions.  The overall allocation of law enforcement re- 

sources is supported by operational Intelligence which provides 

an overview of trafficking groups and their operations, and 

assists in targeting and operational planning.  Finally, the 

planning for, and conduct of, specific law enforcement actions 

requires tactical Intelligence to identify traffickers and facil- 

ities involved in the production and shipment of illicit drugs. 
5 
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A.   ASSIGNMENT OF AUTHORITY AND RESPONSIBILITY 

Finding: 

The national narcotics Intelligence community Is currently 

characterized by compartmentallzatlon, and by a lack of ade- 

quate mechanisms for the coordination of Intelligence. There 

Is neither an assignment of responsibility nor clearly defined 

lines of authority for the collection, production, and dissem- 

ination of narcotics Intelligence.  The study identified 13 

federal agencies with principal responsibilities for narcotics 

intelligence, but an even greater number of federal agencies 

contribute information of potential intelligence interest. 

Currently, the focus of Intelligence efforts in the narcotics 

community Is on the collection of Information In support of 

ongoing operations in each individual agency, rather than in 

support of the intelligence needs of the community as a whole 

(pp. 25-27, p. 51). 

Consequently, the following action should be considered: 

• Assigning primary responsibility for specific narcotic 

intelligence products to individual agencies, and es- 

tablishing a mechanism for coordinating and levying 

Interagency requirements on designated collectors. 

For example, the responsibility for the production of 

foreign strategic narcotics intelligence could be 

assigned to one agency which would then develop col- 

lection requirements and be given the authority to 

task other agencies in order to assure coverage of 

priority areas (p. 28). 

Finding: 

Centrall\sation of narcotics intelligence functions has 

been suggested.  However, if It is to be viable, narcotics in- 

telligence in support of operations (operational and tactical 

Intelligence) should not be divorced from the law enforcement 

6 
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agencies which It serves.  The production and consumption of 

tactical and operational Intelligence are an Integral part of 

the law enforcement cycle (planning and conduct of operations) 

which should Include a continuing Interaction between operators 

and Intelligence analysts to support operations and to maintain 

control over sensitive Information (p. 26). 

Therefore, the application of the following criterion 

should be considered: 

• In assigning primary responsibilities among agencies 

for collecting, producing, and coordinating opera- 

tional and tactical intelligence, the need for close 

association between these functions and law enforce- 

ment operations should be recognized. This require- 

ment imposes an important constraint on the possible 

assignment of intelligence functions among the agen- 

cies of the narcotics intelligence community (pp. 26, 

t9). 

Finding: 

The production of foreign and domestic strategic intelli- 

gence needed for the formulation of broad national policy need 

not necessarily be associated with operations and. In fact, may 

benefit from being set apart from the law enforcement agencies. 

The separation of strategic intelligence from operations may be 

advantageous both In terms of Improved objectivity and access 

to Information outside of law enforcement areas of responsibil- 

ity.  For example, in the latter case, data from public health 

sources and treatment programs needed for domestic strategic 

intelligence could be more readily obtained if that intelli- 

gence function were located apart from the law enforcement 

agencies (p. 26). 
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B.   SHARING OF INTELLIGENCE 

Finding: 

Regardless of changes which might be made In the overall 

structure of the narcotics control communltv, there would still 

be a need to develop better mechanisms for the coordination and 

sharing of narcotics intelligence among agencies under appro- 

priate security controls.  Foreign strategic intelligence pro- 

ducts are regularly disseminated to those agencies with a need- 

to-know, but this Is not true of some Information in the strate- 

gic domestic area and even less so in the operational and 

tactical intelligence areas due to considerations of security 

and maintenance of agency control over ongoing cases (pp. 39- 

liH). 

Four actions were identified which could encourage sharing 

of Intelligence, but others should be explored: 

• Incorporating measures in the 0MB Performance Measure- 

ment System which promote sharing of intelligence and 

coordination of operations.  For example, periodic 

reporting on the number and types of Joint operations 

and Joint Intelligence programs (p. 39). 

• Developing interagency lists of major domestic and 

International targets (i.e., major narcotics traf- 

fickers):  for example, a list of the most important 

international traffickers compiled Jointly by BNDD, 

Customs, and CIA.  Such lists would provide a vehicle 

for such Interagency actions as the coordination of 

operations, development of specific collection re- 

quirements, division of responsibility for targets, 

and sharing of Intelligence (p.  36-37). 

• Promoting, through federal funding, regional coor- 

dinated intelligence organizations involving federal, 

state, and local agencies:  for example, LEAA (or 

8 
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other) funding of basic cadre and expenses of organ- 

izations like the Cooperative Narcotics Intelligence 

Committee—CONIC—in the New York area.  Such a pro- 

gram could demonstrate national interest in encour- 

aging such initiatives, and facilitate their estab- 

lishment by providing the necessary resources (pp. 

i) 0-142). 

• Establishing Joint intelligence units in overseas re- 

gions where they do not now exist:  for example, ex- 

perience with the Joint Bangkok intelligence unit 

(BNDD and CIA) should be examined to determine the 

potential for setting up similar units in Europe, 

Latin America, or the Middle East, with representa- 

tion, as appropriate, from BNDD, Customs, CIA, and 

DoD (pp. IS-'t't). 

C.   NARCOTICS INTELLIGENCE RESOURCES AND THEIR ALLOCATION 

F1ndi ngs: 

The study identified l86 personnel currently dedicated on 

a full-time basis to foreign and domestic narcotics intelligence 

in the federal law enforcement agencies (BNDD, Customs, IRS, 

and ODALE).  Of these, 112 are in regional or local intelligence 

units in the U.S., 36 are located abroad, and 38 are in the 

headquarters of the various agencies.  Of the latter, 23 are 

Intelligence analysts distributed among three agencies (BNDD, 

Customs, and ONNI).  In the U.S., dedicated intelligence re- 

sources are about 3 percent of total federal narcotics agent 

strength in the field (Tables 3 and i), p. 58). 

Very few of these personnel are dedicated to analysis, 

which is required for the development of strategic and opera- 

tional intelligence.  Most dedicated intelligence personnel 

in the law enforcement agencies are involved with the collec- 

tion and dissemination of tactical intelligence, principally 

in support of ongoing law enforcement operations (pp. 59-60), 
9 
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Four areas were Identified In which a reallocatlon of re- 

sources could Increase intelligence analysis capabilities: 

• Maintaining the continuity of foreign strategic nar- 

cotics intelligence production in CIA and increasing 

its analytical resources applied to narcotics intel- 

ligence:  for example, an increase of personnel to 

a level more nearly comparable to that required for 

the production of strategic narcotics intelligence 

In 1971.  Greater utilization of CIA's past experience 

in the narcotics intelligence area, and Its unique 

collection and analytical capabilities could assist 

in fulfilling the needs for foreign strategic intelli- 

gence expressed by representatives of the Executive 

Office of the President (p. 6l). 

• Increasing the operational intelligence analysis cap- 

ability In the law enforcement agencies:  for example, 

an augmentation of the small intelligence analysis 

staffs in BNDD and Customs which currrently have six 

and five analysts, respectively.  An Increase would 

be necessary to provide operational Intelligence 

coverage of such major areas as Europe, Southeast 

Asia, the Middle East, and the U.S. comparable to 

that achieved in a recent BNDD study of Latin America. 

An increase In operational Intelligence production 

would also be In consonnance with the interest in 

this category of intelligence expressed at the highest 

levels of the narcotics law enforcement community 

(pp. 61-62). 

• Increasing the manning of the operational desks In 

BNDD which provide intelligence support to the field: 

for example, an augmentation of the three personnel 

who now service all BNDD offices in Latin America. 

Such augmentation would provide a better Interface. 

10 
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between Intelligence and operations at the Headquarters 

level, and would permit a more thorough review of field 

reports for intelligence content and better service for 

such field requests as name traces on traffickers (p. 

62). 

• Utilizing resources of the ONNI for the production of 

domestic strategic Intelligence:  for example, studies 

on changes in the U.S. addict population and the na- 

tional market structure of major drugs.  The focus of 

ONNI resources on this category of Intelligence would 

help to fill one of the major gaps In narcotics intel- 

ligence coverage (p. 51). 

Finding: 

There is an imbalance between the numbers of narcotics law 

enforcement personnel assigned in the U.S. and those stationed 

abroad:  about 3,000 agent personnel are currently in the U.S., 

while only about 13'* are overseas.  Almost all of these person- 

nel are operational agents who, although not dedicated to in- 

telligence, are the principal collectors of tactical intelli- 

gence.  Consequently, there is a comparable imbalance between 

domestic and overseas Intelligence collection resources of 

narcotics law enforcement agencies (Tables 3 and *), p. 58). 

Two means for augmenting these resources should be 

considered: 

• Augmenting BNDD overseas resources on a selective 

basis, taking into account the importance of targets 

in each area, and the attitudes and anti-narcotics 

capabilities of host countries.  For example:  only 

one agent is currently assigned to Bolivia and two 

to Columbia, both considered major cocaine trafficking 

areas; only two agents are assigned to Afghanistan, 

11 
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a major area for heroin and hashish trafficking; and 

only one agent to India, the world's largest licit 

opium producer (Par II, p. 1*1, Table 1). 

• Continuing, aind perhaps, Increasing the overseas nar- 

cotic Intelligence collection by the national secur- 

ity community agencies (CIA, NSA, DoD, and State). 

For example:  an expansion of DoD's collection role 

should be excunlned.  The collection capabilities and 

the potential breadth of coverage offered by the 

national security agencies could be Increased to 

supplement the capabilities of the law enforcement 

agencies (pp. SS-SJ*). 

D.  THE NARCOTICS INTELLIGENCE PROCESS 

1.  Interagency Requirements 

Finding: 

There is currently no systematic process In the narcotics 

Intelligence community for the formulation of Interagency col- 

lection requirements.  It does not appear, however, that a 

single requirements mechanism, such as that considered by the 

CCPC and ONNI, Is appropriate for all three intelligence 

categories—strategic, operational, and tactical (pp. 28-32). 

The following actions should be considered for requirements: 

• Establishing a mechanism for the formulation of stand- 

ing Interagency collection requirements for Inter- 

national and domestic strategic narcotics Intelligence; 

and, for domestic strategic intelligence which re- 

quires statistical data, establishing uniform report- 

ing systems for federal and local Inputs.  An example 

of foreign strategic standing requirements are those 

which have been levied on the country teams through 

Department of State channels.  Examples of uniform 

13 
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reporting systems contributing to domestic strategic 

Intelligence are those for reporting drug prices, 

drug-related deaths, and new drugs of abuse (pp. 29-30). 

• Developing a less formal process for establishing 

Interagency operational and tactical narcotics Intel- 

ligence requirements.  For excunple, a requirements 

process based on Joint Interagency target lists of 

major foreign and domestic traffickers. This type 

of requirements mechanism would permit continuous 

updating to reflect new violators and rapidly changing 

patterns of trafficking, and would be compatible with 

the perishable quality of the Information In these 

two intelligence categories (pp. 31-32). 

2.  Sources 

Finding: 

During the course of the study several data bases were 

Identified which are not now being fully exploited for their 

intelligence content (pp. 32-36). 

Although the examples below are not exhaustive, the number 

of relatively untapped sources identified suggests that the 

following actions be considered: 

• Greater utilization of the following Intelligence 

sources:  (pp. 33-36): 

- Existing case files in BNDD and Customs. 

- Laboratory analyses of purchased and seized 
materials. 

- Existing data bases complied by state and local 
agencies (such as the computerized State of 
Michigan Criminal Justice Information System). 

- Debrlefings of arrestees and prison inmates. 

- Information on financial dealings associated with 
drug trafficking. 

13 
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• A systematic search for other relevant narcotics In- 

telligence sources at federal, state, and local levels 

(p. 36). 

3.  Information Storage and Retrieval 

Findings: 

In tenns of overall Information storage and retrieval In 

support of operations and Intelligence production, the current 

systems of the principal narcotics law enforcement agencies 

(BNDD and Customs) are In need of substantial revision.  Al- 

though the Customs CADPIN system and the BNDD NADDIS system 

are being developed to assist In Information retrieval, the 

current filing and document retrieval systems of these two 

agencies remain an impediment to full exploitation of the 

existing Intelligence data base (pp. 'ik-hj). 

The following changes in storage and retrieval systems 

are suggested: 

• Establishing storage and retrieval systems designed 

for Intelligence purposes (as opposed to the existing 

systems based on case Investigations) within the nar- 

cotics law enforcement agencies to facilitate access 

to Information In support of both operations and anal- 

ysis.  Two critical elements of such systems would be 

(1) the Implementation of serial numbering of field re- 

ports to permit direct retrieval of Individual docu- 

ments, and (2) the establishment of dossier files to 

assemble all available Information on each major 

trafficker In one location (pp. ')5-'t7). 

Finding: 

Existing ADP systems In the narcotics law enforcement agen- 

cies have been developed Independently by each agency and there 

14 
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Is at present no exchange of Information on a systematic basis 

among these systems. 

The following actions are suggested In the ADP area: 

• Establishing, as a first step, a centralized name 

Index system for traffickers which can at least 

identify agencies holding Information on an In- 

dividual trafficker (pp. 'i'i-k^). 

• Initiating a community-wide study of narcotics- 

related ADP to examine such factors as access, com- 

puter system characteristics, information sharing, 

types of information, and available data bases toward 

the establishment of specific ADP requirements for 

the community; and postponing development of major 

new ADP systems until the results of this study are 

available (p. 1)5). 

4.  Analysis and Production 

F1ndi ng: 

Relatively little intelligence analysis is currently being 

conducted within the narcotics control community, principally 

because of a dearth of analytical resources, but also In some 

cases for lack of an appreciation of what strategic and opera- 

tional intelligence might contribute to decisions on policy, 

strategy, and operations (pp. 'i7-'<9). 

In the foreign strategic intelligence area, CIA's Intar- 

national  Varaotioa  Series  has been suspended and CIA production 

In strategic narcotics intelligence is continuing at a lower 

level of effort.  The production of domestic and foreign stra- 

tegic Intelligence within the law enforcement agencies is also 

at a relatively low level (p. 51). 

15 
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The PILOT study, an operational Intelligence analysis of 

Latin America trafficking, conducted by an Interagency study 

team under BNDD direction, Is the principal finished product In 

the operational Intelligence area.  Although it has not been 

fully evaluated. Information developed in the course of the 

PILOT study has proved useful in enforcement operations (p. HB). 

Four actions were Identified to improve operational and 

strategic narcotics intelligence production: 

• Ensuring that consumers of strategic Intelligence at 

national policy levels make their requirements known 

to the agencies producing such Intelligence (p. H8). 

• Undertaking operational intelligence analyses, like 

PILOT, on a continuing basis in both the foreign and 

domestic areas (p. 'tg). 

• Initiating a study on domestic trafficking In heroin 

comparable to the World Opium Survey   (p. b^)• 

• Examining the role of ADP in narcotics intelligence 

analysis.  An example of an existing application is 

the telephone toll-call correlation system (TELAN) 

in Customs (Part II, p. 32). 

16 
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Chapter III 

THE ROLE AND TYPES OF NARCOTICS INTELLIGENCE 

A.  ROLE OF NARCOTICS INTELLIGENCE 

Until several years ago. Intelligence collected and used 

within the narcotics control community was confined almost 

solely to the types of Information traditionally associated 

with the support of individual law enforcement actions.  With 

the very rapid growth of the narcotics problem and its eleva- 

tion to a major area of concern for both domestic and foreign 

policy, perceptions of the role of narcotics Intelligence began 

to change to Include broader contributions to the formulation 

of both policy and strategy.  The recognition of this broader 

role has prompted a variety of initiatives at the federal level 

to enhance narcotics intelligence capabilities. 

In this view, an effective and comprehensive narcotics 

intelligence system is a necessary component of the overall 

narcotics control program since It can provide the information 

to identify the most meaningful targets and points of vulner- 

ability within the trafficking systems.  This, In turn, permits 

the optimal application of limited resources to law enforcement 

actions.  In addition, intelligence can provide an appraisal 

of changes in the overall narcotics problem and a means of 

evaluating the impact of law enforcement actions upon it. 

Intelligence collection and production can also act as a 

catalyst In improving the institutional relationships among the 

agencies, foreign and domestic, which are involved in narcotics 

control efforts. The sharing of intelligence among U.S. agen- 

cies—federal, state, and municipal—particularly at local or 

17 
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regional levels—offers the first step toward better coordination; 

agencies will sometimes exchange intelligence where the coordi- 

nation of active operations would be out of the question. 

In overseas areas, U.S. agents are few in number and 

lack law enforcement Jurisdiction.  Their possession of intelli- 

gence which can demonstrate the extent or importance of local 

drug trafficking can be, and has been, used to spur foreign 

agencies to more aggressive enforcement actions, including the 

provision of Increased resources against narcotics targets.  At 

higher levels, a strategic intelligence overview of the im- 

portance of a country in the overall traffic can be used to 

apply pressures on Its government for the development of anti- 

narcotic statutes and policies. 

To date, however, intelligence in the U.S. narcotics con- 

trol community has continued to be dominated by information 

collection in direct support of specific law enforcement actions: 

the bulk of the resources of the community are oriented toward 

this type of intelligence; and there is considerable scepticism 

on the part of the operational portion of the community about 

what concrete payoff, if any, may result from efforts expended 

on developing broader intelligence coverage.  However, the nas- 

cent efforts directed toward the development of other types of 

intelligence have progressed to the point where it is possible 

to characterize their products and to examine the places within 

the community where each type of intelligence might best be 

produced. 

B.   TYPES OF NARCOTICS INTELLIGENCE 

The types of intelligence which will be referred to 

throughout this study, and which are defined below, are cate- 

gorized primarily by the use to which each intelligence product 

is most likely to be put, and by Inference, then, by the type 

and level of the consumer to which each is primarily directed. 

Each category is defined as well by the time sensitivity of the 
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information which It contains, and by the time span covered by 

Intelligence estimates developed In each area. 

The definitions adopted for strategic, operational, and 

tactical Intelligence correspond generally to those developed 

by the Strategic Intelligence Office (SIO) of BNDD; the final 

discussion on Information support for legal prosecution has 

been Included to take Into account those materials which are 

needed to support prosecution and which are likely to Include 

Intelligence Information. 

It Is recognized that there Is some overlap among the 

categories.  Information developed as pa"t of a strategic 

estimate, for example, may contribute to operational Intelli- 

gence on trafficking patterns.  Similarly, the Identification 

of a top trafficker through operational intelligence analysis 

may also serve as tactical intelligence for planning a law 

enforcement operation.  All three types of information could, 

in some cases, be used to support legal prosecution.  The 

utility of these categories, however, is that they take into 

account differences in the sources used, the types of collec- 

tion needed, the analysis required, the principal agencies 

Involved in production, and the consumers interested in each 

product. 

C.   STRATEGIC INTELLIGENCE 

Strategic intelligence—which provides an overview of the 

narcotics threat, international and domestic, and of the magni- 

tude of the domestic narcotics problem—contributes to the 

formulation of broad policy and strategy.  International stra- 

tegic intelligence is directed toward obtaining a comprehensive 

picture of the sources and production of, and International 

trafficking patterns in, narcotics and dangerous drugs, and 

Includes international political factors which may be involved 

with drug trafficking or which may affect U.S. counteractions 
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against such traffic.  Strategic Intelligence also Includes In- 

formation on the compliance of foreign governments with their 

commitments for narcotics control and on the existence of cor- 

ruption In foreign narcotics control programs. 

Domestic strategic intelligence encompasses an overview of 

the domestic drug abuse problem, which is of Interest to both 

law enforcement and treatment agencies. These topics of common 

interest include changes in the addict population, patterns of 

drug abuse, and availability and price of drugs.  Domestic 

strategic intelligence also involves topics of more direct 

Interest to law enforcement agencies, including the sources. 

Import centers, and internal distribution routes of illicit 

drugs, as well as the overall impact of enforcement programs 

on traffickers and trafficking patterns. 

Consumers of international strategic Intelligence appear 

to be largely confined to the highest policy levels of govern- 

ment particularly in the Executive Office of the President, and 

in the Department of State.  Relatively little interest in 

international strategic intelligence products was found in the 

federal law enforcement agencies, where intelligence is focused 

on support to operations.  Some Interest was evinced by law 

enforcement agencies in domestic strategic products. 

In general, these strategic estimates are not time- 

sensitive, and the information from which they are developed is 

not particularly perishable; many of the areas they cover are 

not likely to change rapidly. 

D.   OPERATIONAL INTELLIGENCE 

Operational intelligence provides an overview of the traf- 

ficking patterns of Illicit drugs, both foreign and domestic, 

and alms at providing information on the overall operations of 

drug trafficking groups and the routes and modes of operation 

Involved.  It is Intended to assist In narrowing the search for 
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new groups and routes, to develop leads to permit more detailed 

Investigations, and to permit targeting of principal groups. It 

Is also Intended to give early warning of major shifts In traf- 

ficking patterns and changes In major trafficking groups which 

may aid In specific targeting. 

The consumers of operational Intelligence are the highest 

levels of the law enforcement community, where. In fact, con- 

siderable Interest was expressed In the production of such 

Information.  Operational Intelligence Is intended to provide 

these decision-making echelons with a basis for resource allo- 

cation and for the formulation of specific law enforcement 

strategies.  In addition, operational Intelligence analyses are 

Intended to develop Inputs which can contribute to operational 

planning. 

The rapid changes In the composition of trafficking groups 

and in their modes of operation can make some operational intel- 

ligence products time sensitive. Vfhlle many active traffickers 

may have been Involved In Illicit narcotics for extended periods 

of time, changes In their associates and patterns of trafficking 

make most operational Intelligence subject to relatively frequent 

updating. I 

E.  TACTICAL INTELLIGENCE 

Tactical Intelligence contributes directly to the planning 

for, or the conduct of, law enforcement actions such as the 

arrest of traffickers (or those supporting them, such an finan- 

ciers or corrupt officials) and the seizure of drugs or materials 

and facilities Involved In Illicit drug production.  International 

tactical Intelligence can be provided to foreign law enforcement 

services to enable them to take action against traffickers or 

laboratories, or can be used to alert U.S. domestic enforcement 

agencies on the arrival of drug traffickers or shipments. 

Domestic tactical Intelligence Is the Information most commonly 
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utilized by law enforcement agencies, and Is used to mount 

specific actions against suspected violators. Tactical Intelli- 

gence In almost all instances Involves the Identification of 

Individual traffickers and their specific modes and places of 

operation. 

The major consumers and producers of tactical Intelligence 

are the operational elements of federal, state, and local law 

enforcement agencies.  In addition, tactical intelligence is the 

basic information input to the operational Intelligence analysis 

process described above. 

Most of the information on which tactical intelligence Is 

built Is extremely perishable due to the mobility of traffickers 

and changes in their patterns of operation, and hence the pro- 

duction and transmission of this information to potential users 

often Involves a very stringent time scale.  For this reason, 

tactical intelligence is generally not consumed as a finished 

product, but Is more often than not used as raw or semifinished 

intelligence in direct support of operations. 

F.   USE OF INFORMATION IN SUPPORT OF LEGAL PROSECUTION 

This category Includes all materials which are amassed In 

support of legal prosecution.  Frequently, the bulk of evidence 

needed to prosecute is first produced as Intelligence Infor- 

mation, either operational or tactical. The inclusion of these 

intelligence materials in case files which will be used by 

prosecuting attorneys raises a particular problem.  Under cur- 

rent laws of evidence (113500, Title 18) these files are subject 

to subpoena by the defense, and hence, any sensitive information 

on informants, police knowledge of network operations, or the 

identity of covert police agents Is subject to potential expo- 

sure during.the conduct of a court case. Thus, a problem arises 

over what materials will be included in these case reports, and 

over the tradeoff between full support of the legal case with 

relevant information as opposed to the protection of sources 

22 



166 

new   groups  and routes     f„ ^ 
investlgatlona.  and  to °''  ^'^"^   ^°  Permit   • 

f'eciric  targeting. •'^citing  groups whld. 
The  consumers  of 

cation and for the for. "''^ ^ "^^^3  for  r """"' 

.n.enced to deveXop i       '  ^r^"--  ^ntelaigerr::!!'-^ m 
p 

tended to develop i ^''""^"^"al  Intelii^en '""°' 
aannmg. ^^°^ ^"^-^ «^lch can contri.^frr ^"^^^^^ ^ 

CO  operational 
. ,   •   The rapid changes m th. 

of   time.   Changes  m  '    i '"''  "arcotlcs   for ''•^^^^- 

..Ke   .ost  operational itenr^"^-  ^"^ ^^^^.TllT ^^' 
updating. ^"telilgenoe  subject  to .   f '^''^'""^ 

relatively fre<,u« 

E.   TACTICAL INTELLIGENCE 

Tactical Intelii 

ror. or the conduct JTTjlT"'''''  ''^^<^^^y  to th 
arrest of traffickers      ^"^o^cement action^       ^'^^ 

olers or corrupt o;;;, r^-^^^ -PP°-.ng\t  ^^^^^ ^ 

and facilities involved L^;? ''^  -^-^e of ;.:":' "^ 

tactical intelligence can^ '  ' '^^"^ P-oductltn 
services to enable the. to t^r^ 'i^'^-^1.-   ' 

laboratories, or can be used t' ""'' 
agencies on the arrival 

Domestic tactical int * 

Bainsr 



em" within 

•tlon of 

nee resources 

iionsiblllty for 

•rms from two 

(. agencies. 

analysis within the 

1:3 enforcement 

ies have Just 

.n retrieval and 

. .-rstandlng and 

,.ng operations. 

•:i  for an effective 

iddltlon, there are 

stems In the law 
•^ no 

-^ are traditionally organized 

-jnal control Is exercised at 

^ information flows to head- 

be limited In some cases. 

•«L<y 

fttj! Tj'j^^fr 

ixirtt^. e 



168 

and sensitive Information.  The practice of filing essentially 

all Intelligence Information in the form of case files raises 

the question of whether all Intelligence will be reduced to 

writing In a timely fashion If by so doing. Investigating agents 

feel that they may be jeopardizing continued use of Informants 

or special Information sources. 

In addition, classified reports from the national security 

Intelligence agencies must be excluded to avoid disclosure of 

sensitive operations and sources. 

The principal producers of this type of Information are 

the law enforcement agencies themselves, and the principal 

consumers, the U.S., state, or local attorneys. 

f  •  • 

Of the total production of intelligence in the narcotics 

control community, the vast bulk falls in the category of raw 

tactical intelligence.  Very little finished strategic intelli- 

gence is currently produced by the community; and even less 

finished operational intelligence, although raw operational 

intelligence, such as that on trafficking groups, is being 

produced and consumed in that form.  The requirements for, and 

processing of, each type of intelligence are discussed below, 

together with an examination of the current products in each 

category. 
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Chapter IV 

THE NARCOTICS INTELLIGENCE PROCESS 

A.   INTRODUCTION 

There Is currently no overall intelligence "system" within 

the narcotics control communicty, but rather a collection of 

independent agencies with meager dedicated intelligence resources 

and unclear lines of authority and areas of respDnsibillty for 

intelligence collection and production. 

The lack of an Intelligence system also stems from two 

characteristics of the narcotics law enforcement agencies. 

First, there is no tradition of Intelligence analysis within the 

law enforcement field in general, or the narcotics enforcement 

agencies in particular.  Federal and local agencies have Just 

begun to use analysis and automated Information retrieval and 

are still in the process of developing an understanding and 

demonstration of their potential for supporting operations. 

Consequently, the analytic resources needed for an effective 

intelligence system are now lacking.  In addition, there are 

no existing broadly-based intelligence systems in the law 

enforcement area to serve as models. 

Second, law enforcement agencies are traditionally organized 

on a decentralized basis.  Operational control Is exercised at 

the local or regional level and Information flows to head- 

quarters or other regions may be limited in some cases. 
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Information exchanges among agencies are effected laterally 

In the field, largely through informal contacts, and are gen- 

erally case oriented, involving specific tactical intelligence 

required for immediate action. 

Proposals to create an effective overall narcotics intelli- 

gence system must take into account the fragmented nature of 

the community, its lack of tradition for analysis, and decen- 

tralized operational organization.  Past proposals to remedy 

the Intelligence system have included emulation of the national 

security Intelligence process and the centralization of the 

intelligence function apart from the operational agencies. 

These approaches appear to ignore these characteristics of the 

law enforcement agencies, which narcotics Intelligence must 

serve and support. 

It is the perception of the study group that operational 

and tactical Intelligence functions, if they are to be effec- 

tive, cannot be divorced from the law enforcement agencies which 

they serve.  This stems from a need for continuous dialogue 

between the operators and intelligence analysts, to provide in- 

telligence support for field operations and to maintain control 

over sensitive intelligence information.  Strategic intelligence, 

on the other hand, is not in direct support of law enforcement 

and may, in fact, benefit from being set apart from operations, 

both for objectivity and for more ready access to sources of 

needed information which lie outside of law enforcement areas of 

responsibility. 

The discussion below attempts to identify ways In which am 

enhanced intelligence capability may be developed taking into 

account the need to place many intelligence functions within 

law enforcement agenices, the characterisitcs of these agencies, 

and their needs for Intelligence in support of operations.  Table 

2 identifies the 13 principal federal agencies with responsi- 

bilities for foreign and domestic narcotics law enforcement and 
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Table 2.  NARCOTICS INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY 

PRINCIPAL 
fEDE«Al 

AGENCIES 
NAUCOTIC 

HESPONSIBILITY 
LIAISON 

AGENCIES" 

DOMESTIC 
OK FOREIGN 

SOURCE 

CCINC'' F             El STATE AND LOCAL POLICE DPTS D 

BNDo'' 
b 

OOALE 

DF             El FBI D 

D               El INS ° 
ONNi'' DF             1 U.S. ATTOBNEYS/DOJ 0 

CUSTOMS DF            El CIIMINAL OIV/OOJ D 

IKS D               El MAHSHALS/DOJ 0 

STATE F            1 OUGANIZED CKIMf/DOJ 0 

OSI/USAF DF            El BUP«ISONS/DOJ D 

NIS/U.S. 
NAVY OF            El $S/T«EAS D 

CID/U.S. 
A«MY OF             El ATF/TKEAS D 

CIA F             1 AGRICULTUtE F 

OIA F             1 AID F 

NSA F             1 FAA 0 

SAODAP D 

HEW/NIMH D 

HEW/CDC D 

° LIST IS REPRESENTATIVE, NOT NECESSARILY EXHAUSTIVE. 

^ NO USPONSIHUTIES OUTSIDE NARCOTIC CONTROL. 

DOMESTIC 
FOREIGN 
ENFORCEMENT 
INTELLIGENCE 

intelligence.  Also Included are State and local police and 

other federal law enforcement and health agencies which are 

sources of intelligence and which interface with the primary 

agencies through varying forms of liaison.  It should be noted 

that only the first four agencies listed in Table 2 are devoted 

solely to narcotics problems; all the other agencies have res- 

ponsibilities in areas other than narcotics control, 

responsibilities in areas other than narcotics control. 

The discussion of the narcotic intelligence process in 

this chapter is directed toward the development of a narcotic 

intelligence system Involving:  (1) collection and Interchange 

of intelligence at local levels among members of the narcotic 

intelligence community; (2) vertical transmission of intelli- 

gence information through established channels to headquarters 
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of one or more agencies; (3) exchange of Intelligence at the 

headquarters level; and (4) storage, analysis and production 

of different types of narcotics intelligence. 

A.   INTERAGENCY REQUIREMENTS 

The "requirements process" is the traditional Intelligence 

terminology for the mechanism by which intelligence needs are 

levied on the field for collection. The narcotics enforcement 

community has not yet developed established mechanisms by 

which one agency can levy collection requirements on another. 

The reliance on ad hoc or informal procedures for interagency 

intelligence requirements was recognized as a problem in most 

of the agencies contacted.  However, this situation is largely a 

consequence of the lack of designated responsibilities for pro- 

duction and collection of specific types of narcotics intelli- 

gence.  As a first step toward correcting this situation, it 

would appear that primary responsibility for specific intelli- 

gence products could be assigned to individual agencies, and 

that these agencies could be given the authority to coordinate 

and levy interagency requirements on designated collectors in 

these areas.  This assignment of authority and responsibility 

would require action at the Executive Office level. 

A second reason for the lack of interagency requirements 

mechanisms is that, unlike the USIB agencies which maintain a 

very formal requirements process, the law enforcement agencies 

traditionally do not use formal systems for levying intelligence 

requirements.  After examination of the substance and time sen- 

sitivity of Intelligence requirements in the narcotics community, 

it appears that different requirement processes should be used 

for Interagency coordination of strategic, operational and tacti- 

cal narcotics intelligence requirements. 
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1.  strategic Intelligence Requirements 

For the development of strategic narcotics intelligence 

In the international area it appears desirable to frame a general 

set of standing collection requirements similar in nature to 

those of the USIB.  These would be levied on the interagency 

country teams with collection responsibility designated to Indi- 

vidual agencies as appropriate.  The responsibility for formulat- 

ing foreign strategic intelligence requirements for narcotics 

has not yet been established.  The current requirements in the 

field appear to have been formulated by the CIA in the course 

of producing the World Opium Survey.     They were then coordinated 

with BNDD and levied on the narcotics country teams by means of 

State Department alrgrams.  BNDD has also levied requirements on 

CIA on an ad hoc basis.  The requirement for country teams to 

submit an annual country situation report also serves as a broad 

Intelligence requirement, in addition to the primary purpose of 

developing the narcotics control plan.  In addition, DoD (CINCPAC) 

has levied requirements on military collectors in the Pacific 

area and the Air Force Office of Special Investigations has 

levied a standing requirement for narcotics intelligence on Its 

units worldwide. 

The mechanism for levying interagency foreign strategic 

Intelligence requirements on the country team, using the usual 

procedures of the national intelligence community, appears to 

have been an acceptable process; it seems appropriate to continue 

this mechanism for both broad and specific intelligence items 

requiring interagency collection.  However, primary responsibility 

for producing strategic intelligence and for formulating and 

coordinating the associated requirements needs to be delineated 

in order that the current requirements can be updated, and a 

systematic collection effort maintained.  The collection agencies— 

BNDD, State Department, CIA, DoD, and others—should receive 

specific guidance on areas In which they have primary collection 

responsibility. 
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In order to obtain effective collection abroad, the Indi- 

vidual agencies must assign narcotics Intelligence collection a 

high priority, and transmit this priority to the field.  Critical 

parts of this requirements process Include visits by key per- 

sonnel to the field, briefing of personnel in Washington before 

assignment to the field, as well as cable traffic. 

Standing requirements can also be used for domestic strat- 

egic intelligence.  Standing information requests are now used 

In law enforcement agencies such as BNDD and ODALE for report- 

ing items of strategic Intelligence and management information. 

In addition, the need for continuous collection and analysis of 

statistical data (In the areas such as the size, rate of growth, 

and characteristics of the addict population, new drug usage, 

and arrest and seizure information) requires establishment of 

uniform reporting systems and convergence of the information 

for analysis.  For instance, a centralized information system 

for reporting illicit drug prices could be established using 

both federal and local purchase price and laboratory analysis data. 

The collection of information to be used for domestic 

strategic Intelligence is not now centrally coordinated and 

proceeds largely on an ad hoc basis within individual federal 

and local law enforcement agencies.  In order to obtain inte- 

grated, national strategic intelligence, the responsibility and 

authority for producing domestic strategic Intelligence and 

coordinating interagency collection requirements needs to be 

delegated.  Domestic narcotic treatment and public health 

agencies, as well as law enforcement agencies, must be Included 

in allocating the responsibility and authority for collection 

and production of Information in areas such as the addict 

population and drug availability.  In order to avoid duplication 

of effort and to obtain as complete information as possible, 

efforts to centralize and coordinate collection efforts within 

metropolitan areas are required. 
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2. Operational Intelligence Requirements 

For operational Intelligence, the requirements process 

should focus Intelligence collection as well as operations on the 

principal law enforcement targets.  Interagency foreign and 

domestic target lists, as recommended In Section D(p, 32), 

appear to be natural mechanisms for transmission of operational 

requirements, as is the circulation of violator debriefings 

with requests for requirements.  The production and dissemina- 

tion of operational Intelligence should generate leads and 

further requirements for the agents in the field. 

Currently, there are no broad interagency exchanges of 

operational intelligence requirements. The focus of operational 

intelligence on changing trafficking groups along with the need 

for continuous dialogue with operators in the field, suggest that 

that the standing requirements process used for strategic intel- 

ligence will not be flexible or timely enough.  It appears that 

Interagency operational intelligence requirements, therefore, 

had best not use the standing requirements process but could 

adopt mechanisms that focus on major traffickers.  Because of 

the sensitivity of operational information associated with these 

targets, dissemination probably will be on a need-to-know basis 

in operational and Intelligence channels. 

3. Tactical Intelligence Requirements 

Tactical intelligence forms the bulk of information flow 

In the law enforcement agencies.  Within and between agencies, 

tactical intelligence requirements are placed by phone, field 

report, or cable, or personal contact.  The specificity and 

urgency of these requests suggest that the present mechanisms 

are the appropriate ones and that no fonnal coordination of each 

specific tactical request is feasible.  However, the agent In 

the field can benefit from new mechanisms to enable him to 

identify appropriate collectors and sources:  for Instance, the 

establishment of interagency regional and headquarters files on 
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all personnel currently under investigation which can be queried 

by agents from the field; and the establishment of liaison points 

in headquarters and in the field.  Increased support at head- 

quarters can benefit the field by more effective and extensive 

forwarding of field Information requests to appropriate collec- 

tors.  Cooperative Interagency metropolitan intelligence efforts 

such as the CONIC can form an interface for federal, state, and 

local information requirements. 

B.   SOURCES OF NARCOTICS INTELLIGENCE 

The sources of tactical and operational narcotics intel- 

ligence are those most commonly associated with police opera- 

tions—informants, debriefings of arrestees, penetrations of 

illicit organizations, audio-visual surveillance, and covert 

purchase of illicit drugs.  In addition, laboratory analysis 

of seized and purchased materials is a source of technical 

intelligence with both strategic, operational, and tactical 

content. 

Most domestic tactical intelligence appears to be developed 

through informants and through case investigations by the prin- 

cipal enforcement agencies.  Procedures for utilizing and 

protecting informants are recognized throughout the law enforce- 

ment community as a critical and controversial area. Narcotics 

law enforcement practice is often to "burn" or expose the 

informant when the case goes to prosecution.  However, the FBI 

and CIA, for instance, have a practice of protecting their 

informants; they also maintain central indices on informants 

and their areas of knowledge.  Because of the time limitations 

of the Phase I study, we were able only to identify informant 

procedures as an important area.  A review of narcotics inform- 

ant practices would have to determine the best overall proce- 

dures, taking into account operational, intelligence, and 

legal considerations. 

32 



177 

The major sources of International tactical and opera- 

tional Intelligence are liaison with foreign narcotic enforce- 

ment agencies and U.S. unilateral operations (Including pene- 

trations. Informants, and surveillance). 

Domestic and foreign strategic Intelligence derive from 

sources within and beyond the law enforcement agencies.  Examples 

of non-law-enforcement sources are the agricultural and economic 

data from which estimates of opium growing areas and yields are 

derived.  Strategic intelligence draws on law enforcement data 

for information on the domestic price and availability of drugs 

as well as the major shifts In foreign producing and trafficking 

countries. 

The identification of potential sources which can contribute 

to the development of narcotics intelligence, but which are not 

now being tapped or fully exploited, was undertaken during the 

Phase I study.  There appear to be several important potential 

sources. 

First, the tactical intelligence now being collected by the 

narcotics law enforcement community is not now fully exploited 

for its intelligence value:  the case files of BNDD and Customs 

are the largest repositories of this type of information. While 

these files are used to conduct name checks and to extract some 

collateral information, systematic investigation of these files 

to form potential conspiracy cases, identify major traffickers, 

or generate tactical and operational intelligence is only now 

beginning to gain acceptance.  Specific examples and reconunenda- 

tions on utilizing this existing source of data appear below 

In Sections F and G. 

The tactical Intelligence generated by state and local 

police agencies is another source which offers great potential 

If better Information sharing can be developed with the Federal 

Government.  The Federal Government has permanent narcotics agents 

on a full-time basis only in major U.S. cities.  Even in these 
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cities, the local agencies often have numerically larger resources 

devoted to narcotics control.  For instance, in New York City, 

the BNDD has 200 agents Including a l6-man intelligence unit, 

while the New York City Police Department maintains a 1,000-man 

narcotic and organized crime unit with a 53-nian intelligence 

unit. 

Exploitation of intelligence developed by local agencies 

can and has led to cases against major domestic and even 

international traffickers. This comes about when the intel- 

ligence goal of "working up the distribution chain" is success- 

fully achieved.  For example, a local agency arrest of a street 

level pusher has in one city led to the development of intel- 

ligence on Identifying an ethnic Chinese connection in a nearby 

port city.  However, to successfully follow up such intelligence, 

a cooperative federal-local endeavor is often needed to cross 

state and international Jurisdictions and to provide the necessary 

resources for surveillance and for buying narcotics as evidence. 

Section E discusses procedures to improve sharing of narcotics 

intelligence, the lack of which has traditionally impeded the 

effectiveness of both federal and local organizations. 

The exploitation of law enforcement sources outside of the 

three or four major narcotic enforcement agencies also appears 

to offer greater potential.  (See Table 2 for a list of agencies 

Identified In the course of the study who now contribute such 

data.) For example, FBI Informants, although now providing 

substantial Information to support narcotics efforts In some 

localities, represent a resource which should be considered for 

more systematic exploitation for narcotics intelligence. 

It is the perception of the study group that information 

which is being collected by the investigative agencies of the 

military Services (OSI, NIS and CID) is also not used in a 

systematic way by the federal law enforcement agencies, and 

that the collection capabilities of these agencies might be 

more broadly.utilized. 
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Financial Information Is another source which appears to 

offer Important Intelligence Information.  For example, the 
repository of IRS case files (which are subject to legal and 

administrative restraints, but can apparently be made available 

upon specific request to the federal Investigative agencies) 

and other information within the Department of Treasury are 

believed to contain a great deal of information which could be 

combined with profit with investigative data from other agencies. 

The Department of the Treasury is now developlnfr a plan for 

exploitation of financial information In support of narcotics 

contro, but this was not available for review during the course 

of this study. 

There are other data bases now being established which 

appear to offer a potential for narcotics Intelligence, but 

where the Interface with the narcotics enforcement agencies 

is not clear.  A principal example is the Racketeer Profile 

data base now being set up in the Justice Department.  Provision-; 

should be made In all such cases to ensure that the relevant 

narcotics Intelligence content of such files can be made avail- 

able on a continuing basis to the appropriate federal agencies. 

A potentially Important source which has not been fully 

exploited on a systematic basis Is the records of state and 

local police agencies.  While some of these data are made 

available on an Informal basis to federal agents in locales 

where Information sharing arrangements have been established, 

there may be a payoff In selective exploitation of some of 

the larger repositories, particularly those which have been 

computerized, such as the State of Michigan's Criminal Justice 

Information System, and the New York State Police Intelligence 

System, both funded by LEAA. 

A number of other data bases which are compiled for 

purposes other than law enforcement offer potential Inputs to 

several types of Intelligence.  For example. It was discovered 

In the course of the study that the Bureau of Prisons records 
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on standard medical forms the drug abuse history of all Inmates 

at the time that they are Incarcerated, and that these data are 

computerized so that drug related Information, sanitized to 

exclude the names of Individuals, could be easily extracted. 

Such Information could provide an Insight into changes in drug 

usage required for the development of domestic strategic intel- 

ligence.  This information may also be available in state 

penetentiaries, although this source was not investigated 

during the Phase I study. 

Similarly, the urinalyses of prisoners in city lockups 

are also compiled in some locales and could contribute not only 

to knowledge of drug usage but also to an overview of the local 

availability of different drugs and to the measurement of the 

effects of specific law enforcement actions in those areas. 

Other data now being compiled, as already mentioned, are 

those from public health sources and from drug treatment pro- 

grams which can be used as an input to domestic strategic 

intelligence. 

The potential sources suggested above are by no means 
exhaustive; there was insufficient time in the Phase I study 

for a comprehensive search for all appropriate sources.  However, 
the number of relatively untapped sources that were discovered 
during the course of the study suggests that a systematic 
search for such information is warranted. 

C.   TARGETING AND COLLECTION 

1 .  Targeting 

Intelligence does not now play a major targeting role in the 

narcotics law enforcement although a need for domestic and inter- 

national lists of principal violators was expressed by officials 

in each of the principal agencies. The maintenance of such an 

interagency list In the field can serve to coordinate operations, 

focus Intelligence collection and analysis efforts, divide 
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responsibilities for targets among agencies, and promote sharing 

of Intelligence.  It also can be used for assessing progress and 

the effectiveness of operations. These target lists should pro- 

vide operators with Information and Incentives to mount cases 

against major traffickers rather than targets of opportunity. 

It also should ensure that recognition for concluding a case 

against a major violator will be given credit within the enforce- 

ment community.  The development and maintenance of Interagency 

targets lists and accompanying dossier files on major traffickers 

and trafficking groups warrants priority attention as a means to 

Improve the effectiveness of overall enforcement efforts. The 

targeting role of intelligence, to be successful, must be carried 

out In the field as well as at headquarters, and be an Integral 

part of the enforcement process. 

2.  Col lection 

An Important difference between intelligence collection 

In the narcotics law enforcement agencies and in the national 

security community (including the members of that community-- 

CIA, DIA, and NSA—who also collect narcotics Intelligence) is 

that the bulk of law enforcement collection derives from the 

development or conduct of case investigations designed to 

lead to specific law enforcement actions.  BNDD, Customs, 

ODALE, and IRS intelligence collection is, therefore, generally 

a by-product of the activities of their operational agents 

rather than the product of dedicated intelligence collectors 

attempting to amass information to satisfy substantive informa- 

tion requirements and to fill gaps in intelligence coverage. 

This difference in objectives is reflected In the respected 

agencies' approaches to collection, and in their intelligence 

coverage in any given area.  Thus, law enforcement intelligence 

collection which permits a case to be carried through to arrest 

and conviction has successfully fulfilled its purpose, regard- 

less of how much It has contributed to the knowledge of overall 
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trafficking patterns cind networks. This Is not to denigrate 

the application of Intelligence to this purpose, but only to 

point out that the content of Intelligence collected in pursuit 

of this goal is likely to be very different from that obtained 

from an Intelligence collection operation mounted specifically 

to identify the most Important targets as a means of optimizing 

the use of law enforcement resources.  It is recognized that 

Intelligence collection In direct support of Individual cases 

will continue to dominate In the law enforcement agencies, but 

a case can be made for the initiation of dedicated intelligence 

operations as well. 

The Special Projects Division In BNDD conducts some opera- 

tions which are designed to produce Intelligence in specific 

areas. For instance. Operation CACTUS will assign agents on a 

temporary basis to areas along the Mexican border to conduct 

undercover purchases, monitor electronic tracking devices from 

airborne platforms, and request Title III wire Intercept 

authority if appropriate. 

In areas where intelligence is collected against listed 

or perceived requirements (rather than In the course of an 

individual case) there is considerable uncertainty within the 

narcotics Intelligence community over who is responsible for 

the collection of what types of information.  As described 

above, requirements have been generally levied at large, rather 

than to individual agencies with known collection capabilities; 

and in areas where several agencies have the potential for 

collection, coordination of collection and production has not 

been established.  (A number of agencies are collecting data 

on illicit drug prices, for example, and are producing estimates 

based on varying criteria.)  In order to minimize duplication 

and to make best use of available collection resources, it 

would appear desirable to delineate collection and coordination 

responsibilities in major substantive areas to Individual 

agencies. 
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D.   THE COORDINATION AND SHARING OF NARCOTICS INTELLIGENCE 

The establishment of a single point of authority over the com- 

munity could presumably alter the Institutional compartmentallza- 

tion which hinders the sharing of intelligence.  However, it would 

probably produce an ameliorating effect over time rather than a 

sudden reversal of the practices which have pervaded the opera- 

tional echelons of the law enforcement agencies for many years. 

Thus, with or without consolidation of lines of authority, it ap- 

pears necessary to seek mechanisms for information sharing and 

coordination which can offer better information flow among agen- 

cies and which appear feasible to Implement in the face of recog- 

nized contrary practice in the community. 
A prerequisite to any attempt to establish information ex- 

change mechanisms throughout the community is a clear and enforced 

policy on the part of all agencies involved that information shar- 

ing and coordination is a primary concern of officials at all 

echelons.  To ensure a level of compliance at operational echelons 

which will foster the practical Implementation of coordinated 

arrangements, it would appear necessary to establish a system of 

incentives to encourage these actions and sanctions for departures 

from the policy. 

Current incentives in the law enforcement area are largely 

focused on Individual agency arrest and seizure records.  The 

emphasis on independent action sometimes to the point of direct 

competition resulting from this system is an impediment to the 

sharing of information and the coordination of operations between 

agencies.  One means of correcting this might be to make use of 

OMB's Performance Measurement System which has a number of param- 

eters In addition to arrests and seizures.  It appears desirable 

to formulate the measures to promote interagency Intelligence and 

operational coordination.  For example, the number of Joint oper- 

ations and Joint Intelligence programs could be Included In the 

system. 

In the course of the study, an effort was made to identify 

cooperative initiatives which had been undertaken, and other 
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areas in which coordination appeared appropriate and feasible. 

Although coordination on an Informal and personal basis was 

noted In a number of areas both In Washington and In the field, 

there appeared to be very few channels which were firmly enough 

established to survive shifts In personnel or operational con- 

flicts among agencies.  Several which did offer a potential as 

mechanisms for effective intelligence sharing are described 

below. 

Both domestically and Internationally the Importance oT 

regional operations is manifested in both the organizational 

structures and operational practices of the agencies of the 

community, and more particularly. In the law enforcement 

agencies.  It was of particular interest, therefore, to examine 

the operation of the Cooperative Narcotics Intelligence Com- 

mittee (CONIC), a regional cooperative arrangement which has been 

established in New York. 

The CONIC grew out of the common Interest of several agencies 
In a potential conspiracy case being developed by the New York 

City Police Department (NYCPD), and a recognition by the senior 

regional officers that closer coordination of ongoing operations 

and sharing of intelligence could cut duplication and enhance 

the operational effectiveness of all agencies concerned. The 

CONIC, whose participants are BNDD, Customs, ODALE, NYCPD, and 

the New York Task Force,' established its goal as the "integra- 

tion of all law enforcement efforts of allied agencies engaged 

in narcotics enforcement" toward the common mission of 

successful prosecution of traffickers.  Although the CONIC 

has objectives beyond the Intelligence area (solving problems 

which have curtailed cooperation among agencies, stimulating 

mutual trust, preventing duplication of investigatory efforts), 

the first institutional action taken was the establishment of 

^Consisting of representatives of the New York State Police, 
the NYCPD, and the federal narcotics agencies. 
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an Intelligence committee and a common repository with entries 

for all traffickers (above street level) In whom the agencies 

had investigative interest.  The entry into the resposltory 

Is to be made at the time an individual is placed under 

investigation. 

Of the 14,791 entries made in the repository between 

September and the end of December 1972, 3'JO traffickers were 

found to be the subject of investigation of more than one of 

the participating agencies.  Where more than one agency is 

Involved with a given trafficker, discussions among the interested 

agencies are held to determine whether the cases should proceed in 

parallel, whether the case should be assigned to a single agency, 

or whether a Joint operation should be undertaken.  In the event 

of the identification of a target of opportunity, the repository 

is to be checked for other agency interest before an arrest is 

made. 

The CONIC has also established a common Index for informants 

found to be unreliable by one of the agencies, and is currently 

discussing the establishment of some form of common target list 

of the most Important traffickers in the New York Metropolitan 

area.  Other Intelligence matters of common concern are addressed 

at weekly meetings of the Intelligence Committee which consists 

of the senior intelligence officers of the agencies. 

Although intelligence sharing under this system Is not 

total (substantive files on investigations are not automatically 

available to each agency, and no Index of active informants has 

been established). It represents a substantial start toward 

both exchange of information and the coordinated conduct of 

operations.  The potential security risks involved in this type 

of exchange are recognized by the participants and appear to be 

accepted, as Is the possibility that one agency may use Infor- 

mation derived through the CONIC for its own purposes.  However, 

the chance of the latter is decreased by the close contact among 
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the participants and the fact that such use would become known 

to the others. 

Unfortunately, to our knowledge and that of the law en- 

forcement officers Interviewed, the CONIC, as an Institutionalized 

mechanism Is unique In the country.  In addition. It Is only 

realistic to assume that any new arrangement of this sort will be 

fragile until It has been tested over time.  However, the poten- 

tial for this type of mechanism In other major metropolitan areas 

or regions warrants federal encouragement. 

Although the Federal Government cannot direct the partici- 

pation of state and city law enforcement agencies, it can provide 

through the regional offices of its own agencies a means of 

proposing such action and can also make funds available for 

cadre (perhaps an executive secretai^r, several intelligence 

analysts and clerical help) and basic expenses for any area 

which would undertake a similar organizational arrangement. 

It is probable that not all cities or regions will be con- 

sidered appropriate for such Institutionalized coordination: 

known corruption, or the total lack of intelligence capabilities 

in some policy systems would make the proposal undesirable in 

those cases.  However, federal initiatives toward the establish- 

ment of CONIC organizations In major trafficking areas like 

Miami, San Francisco, and other selected cities appears feasible 

and desirable.  The additional degree of institutionalization 

provided by LEAA (or other federal) funding, and the demon- 

strated willingness on the part of federal agencies to share 

Information with local police (local belief holds that federal 

agencies will accept Information but not share their own) could 

enhance the changes for successful establishment and survival 

of these mechanisms. 

In summary, the CONIC appears to be a pragmatic approach 

to dealing with the two major problems which make the sharing of 

Intelligence difficult among law enforcement agencies:  the very 
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real problem of potential corruption and breaches of security 

which can destroy oases; and the concern that shared Informa- 

tion may be misused in unilateral actions by Individual 

agencies. 

It was not possible to examine overseas cooperative 

mechanisms directly during the course of this study; therefore, 

it is not possible to comment on the degree to which working 

relationships within the country teams fulfill the need for 

intelligence and operational coordination. 

Information available on the Bangkok intelligence unit was 

of Interest, however, since this Joint organization appeared 

particularly suited to the production of operational Intelligence 

for consumption both in the field and in Washington. The Bangkok 

unit consists of two full-time BNDD agents and a clerk and one 

full-time and one part-time CIA personnel; It is under the 

direction of the BNDD Regional Director.  The advantage which 

this arrangement appears to offer is not only its dedication to 

narcotics intelligence production, but the day-to-day working 

contacts of representatives of the two major regional agencies 

with narcotics collection capabilities, who between them have 

the bulk of available information on the area.  Even broader 

membership would appear desirable In such a unit (DoD represen- 

tation would appear particularly appropriate in Bangkok so long 

as any substantial U.S. forces are stationed in the area). 

There is no basis for assessing the intelligence output 

which such a unit might make possible, since the Bangkok unit 

has only been in operation for a short period.  However, the 

potential for Joint units producing operational intelligence in, 

say, Latin America and in Europe appears to warrant further 

investigation. 

The establishment of cooperative Intelligence arrangements 

Is Important because in many areas the narcotics unit of a 

single agency may be too small to Justify a separate and dedicated 
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Intelligence unit, or even an Individual assigned solely to 

Intelligence. Also, the establishjnent of a Joint intelligence 

group facilitates access to the information contained in the 

individual agency files through agency representatives. 

At all levels information convergence remains a problem, 

and is particularly important for the production of international 

and domestic operational intelligence. Although a single point 

of all-source information convergence Is probably impractical 

regardless of the structure of the community, means are now 

lacking, and should be developed, for facilitating the collection 

of all-source information in response to specific production or 

operational needs.  Two methods appear to offer the greatest 

overall potential:  a broader and more systematized dissemina- 

tion of regular Intelligence products; and a centralized Index 

system, principally for names of traffickers, which can at least 

Identify the repository of relevant substantive Information. 

E.   INFORMATION STORAGE AND RETRIEVAL 

The principal intelligence repositories of the community 

are largely compartmentalized.  Access to information on traf- 

fickers held by another agency is difficult, and it may, in fact, 

be difficult to ascertain that information on some violators is 

being held by another agency. 

While the requirement on the part of the law enforcement 

agencies to protect the Integrity of their ongoing operations 

is recognized, some means should be devised to ensure, at the 

minimum, that one agency can, through some form of name trace, 

be made aware that information exists somewhere in the system, 

as suggested above. 

A logical means of achieving this minimum goal is to 

provide some degree of common access to the major computerized 

files held in the principal agencies.  It is proposed, therefore, 

that an examination be made of means of accessing the name 
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indices held by all the domestic agencies, both to provide an 
early capability for this type of search, and a means of Identi- 
fying problems which would be associated with a centralized 
computerized index on traffickers. 

ONNI also plans a large computerized data storage system, 

although specifics on utilization of the system and the indi- 

vidual data base to be developed are lacking.  However, the 

further proliferation of major systems without consideration of 

the needs of the overall narcotics control community and without 

examination of the feasibility of some form of centralization 

does not appear desirable. Therefore, it seems desirable that 

a thorough examination of all existing ADP systems In the nar- 

cotics intelligence community be undertaken toward the end of 

determining community requirements and that the development of 

any new ADP systems be postponed until present capabilities are 

evaluated. 

In terms of overall information storage and retrieval in 

support of operations and intelligence production, the current 

systems of the principal law enforcement agencies involved 

(BNDD and Customs) are in need of substantial revision.  The 

problem is not principally one of Information flow:  essentially 

all reporting from the BNDD and Customs field offices is sent 

to their respective headquarters.  However, once at headquarters 

the information receives Inadequate review due to resource 

limitations, and the filing systems now employed make retrieval 

of information very difficult for collateral addition to field 

reports and for intelligence analyses.'  Although BNDD and 

Customs have centralized files cross-indexed by the names of 

subjects covered in field reports, all reports are filed exclusively 

'in December 1972, Customs converted to a centralized index 
file which should permit retrieval of documents pertaining 
to individuals.  However, some prior holdings will remain 
outside of the system. 

^5 
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by case number, which raalces the search for Individual docu- 

ments needed In, say, a name trace or an operational Intelligence 

analysis, time consuming and cumbersome. 

Although case files are necessary for the amassing of 

Information in support of legal prosecution, the more general 

uses of these data for name traces and analyses could be greatly 

facilitated by the institution of a serial numbering system, 

and the maintenance of serialized document files for all traf- 

fic to and from field offices.  Under this system, which is 

essentially that used by CIA, an entry In the name Index 

identified by document serial number will lead directly to that 

discrete document, without searching the case files (in which a 

copy will also be kept).  While the case file storage method 

was probably adequate some years ago when agency holdings were 

much smaller, the rate of growth of these files (in BNDD nearly 

250,000 documents per year at the current rate and nearly 70,000 

annually in Customs) will require a new system.  It may not be 

practical to redo existing files In the serial system, but it Is 

recommended that it be Instituted in both BNDD and Customs for 

future traffic.  If this is done, old documents will be no more 

difficult to retrieve than at present, and new acquisitions 

will be substantially easier to locate In a timely fashion. 

Another technique which is directly applicable to the 

operational needs of both BNDD and Customs Is the creation 

of dossier files on major traffickers.  Under this system all 

existing information on these Important violators is collected 

in a single file or series of files identified by a unique 

dossier number and can be Instantly retrieved without further 

search when the individual again becomes the subject of opera- 

tional Interest.  This system is also a useful way to collect 

all-source information on major traffickers for common use in 

the community. 
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Both of these techniques (serialized document and dossier 

files), as well as other Information handling systems, have been 

used for an extended period by CIA, and It Is suggested that 

their expertise be made available to the domestic law enforce- 

ment agencies to survey these storage and retrieval problems, 

and to propose solutions tailored to Individual agency needs. 

Past experience In other agencies suggests that it will prob- 

ably be necessary to upgrade the Job levels of personnel in- 

volved in the storage and retrieval process to ensure the 

needed level of accuracy in the filing systems proposed. 

An example of the perceived need for more efficient in- 

formation handling systems emerged from the experience of the 

analysts who recently completed the prototype operational anal- 

ysis. Operation PILOT.  It was their Judgment that this study, 

which in fact took nearly nine months to complete, could have 

been completed in a substantially shorter period had the files 

used been structured in a way conducive to rapid and accurate 

inrormatlon retrieval. 

Storage of other types of information to support law en- 

forcement should also be considered, e.g., a photographic 

register, an index of aliases. Informant indices, phone number 

Indices, and files of financial data relevant to narcotics 

trafficking.  Some of these files already exist in some regional 

or local offices, and in some agency headquarters, but there are 

no centralized interagency repositories In any of these areas.' 

F.   INTELLIGENCE ANALYSIS 

Relatively little intelligence analysis is currently being 

conducted within the narcotics control community, principally 

because of the dearth of analytical resources, but also in some 

'ciA maintains an Interagency source register for International 
narcotics intelligence (I.e., an Index of informants and other 
information sources). 
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cases for lack of Interest in the finished Intelligence product 

or lack of an appreciation of what these analyses might con- 

tribute to decisions on policy, strategy, and operations. 

In the area of international strategic intelligence, some 

analyses are being conducted on a limited basis for special 

studies and reports in CIA and BNDD, although at a modest level 

In both agencies.  ONNI's first analytical effort is to be a 

broad cocaine study which touches both international and domes- 

tic issues. 

Some analytical work is also going Into the production of 

such estimates as the national addict population, which would 

contribute to domestic strategic Intelligence, and BNDD has 

also undertaken several studies in this area. 

The sum of analytical work in the strategic area, however, 

is very modest.  Although the number of consumers of this type 

of intelligence is probably quite small, they are at the policy 

level of government and their needs for finished strategic in- 

telligence on a broad range of topics appears considerably 

greater than that which they are currently receiving.  To main- 

tain and augment analysis and production in this area, there 

Is a need for these consumers to make their requirements better 

known and to set priorities so that appropriate levels of ef- 

fort may be applied. 

Two areas Identified during the study as deserving of 

greater attention and support are the production of operational 

Intelligence and the Interface between Intelligence and opera- 

tions which can make this product more useful to the field. 

The prototype operational analysis mentioned above (Opera- 

tion PILOT), conducted by a Joint team (BNDD, Customs, CIA) In 

BNDD is the only concerted effort undertaken to date toward the 

full exploitation of collected tactical intelligence materials. 

This project, which attempted to collect, collate, and analyze 
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data on Latin American traffickers on an all-source basis, pro- 

duced an overview of trafficking networks in that area and a 

degree of visibility Into the trafficking group which would not 

be possible through the regular perusal of operational traffic. 

The results of the completed effort have not been fully eval- 

uated, but the potential for this type of analysis, at least, 

seems clear,  For this reason the continuation and expansion 

of similar analyses appears desirable.  An increase in resources 

for this purposes is discussed in Chapter VI. 

A critical factor in this type of analysis, and in what- 

ever level of success was achieved in the prototype effort, is 

the interface between the intelligence analysts and the agency 

field offices which takes place at the area desks of both BNDD 

and, to a lesser degree, in Customs.  These desk officers are 

parts of the headquarters operational divisions.  While they 

are not intelligence personnel per se, they provide the means 

for effective transmission of the results of intelligence 

analysis to the field, and in turn translate feedback from the 

field to better focus the analysts on the area of primary pay- 

off to the operational echelons. 

These same area desks are the points through which the 

tactical information from the field flows on a daily basis in 

BNDD.  It is their responsibility to provide Intelligence 

support to the field in the form of name traces, and the 

addition of collateral information to raw tactical reports.^ 
In both of these roles, the area desks constitute the channel 

of intelligence information to and from field offices, and as 

such are an integral part of the overall intelligence process. 

With the current levels of manning in BNDD, (15 personnel divided 

among seven area desks) the degree to which both operational 

and intelligence functions can be performed at the desks (and 

'in Customs this is the responsibility of the Intelligence 
Division. 
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In Customs the degree to which this Interface with Intelligence 

can be maintained) Is limited.  For this reason an increase 

In these resources is also discussed In Chapter VI. 

Some Intelligence analysis Is also being conducted in the 

field. The Bangkok intelligence unit cited above is one example 

of intelligence analysis which is specifically focused on re- 

gional needs.  The operational Intelligence analyses which are 

beginning to be produced in some of the BNDD Regional Intelli- 

gence Units Is another.  While it Is too early to Judge the 

value of these regional products and to perceive how they might 

fit in with similar efforts at the headquarters level, the con- 

cept of analysis directly responsive to operations appears to 

have merit and should be further Investigated.  At present, 

the capability of these regional units to undertake any form 

of analysis is severely limited by their resources. 

The final evaluation of all types of intelligence analysis, 

however, must be based on their usefulness to the consumer.  In 

order to gain full acceptance for the Intelligence function as 

an Integral element in the narcotics control community. Intelli- 

gence products must be continuously assessed for their contri- 

bution to policy formulation, to the conduct of law enforcement 

actions, and to the development of new operations.  It is 

suggested, therefore, that these prototype analytical efforts 

be assessed at the earliest opportunity through the ellcitatlon 

of comments from potential users at policy and operational 

levels, and that such evaluations be Included In the plans for 

all similar analyses. 
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Chapter V 

INTELLIGENCE PRODUCTS. DISSEMINATION. AND INFORMATION GAPS 

A.   PRODUCTS 

The bulk of Intelligence In the narcotics control community 

Is used in its raw state in direct support of field operations. 

Few finished intelligence products are produced and disseminated 

in comparison with the information flow.  The principal products 

in the area of foreign strategic intelligence are CIA's Uorld 

Opium Survey,   and the related International  Harootioe  Series. 

This series has now been discontinued, and future CIA finished 

reports on narcotics will be produced in response to individual 

requests or on topics perceived to be of particular importance. 

It appears that this production will be at a lower level of ef- 

fort than that expended during the preparation of the initial 

series.  It is intended that future finished narcotics intelli- 

gence products by CIA will have much more limited distribution 

than was the case previously.  The Strategic Intelligence Office 

(SIO) of BNDD also produces special reports on selected topics 

of strategic intelligence. 

There is no domestic equivalent to the Uorld Opium Survey. 

Internal monthly intelligence reports, such as the BNDD Monthly 

Summary   and BNDD and ODALE regional intelligence reports, con- 

tain domestic strategic Intelligence items as well as other 

operational and strategic intelligence and are the principal 

vehicles for reporting major trends and Important items of 

operational intelligence. The quarterly Inteltigenoe Review  and 

periodic Intelligenoe Bulletine  of the Bureau of Customs are 

significant since they provide feedback to the field from intel- 

ligence received.  These documents have a wide dissemination, 
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2,000 copies, and contain cases showing the results of Intel- 

ligence provided by the field and intelligence news of interest 

to Customs officers. 

Although items of operational intelligence appear in 

agency monthly intelligence reports, there are only two studies 

that can be characterized as extensive finished operational 

Intelligence products:  Operation PILOT, and a Bureau of Customs 

working paper produced in 1972 entitled Significant Heroin 

Seizures   (l96S-Date),   which discussed some of the major heroin 

cases of the past.  In the field, operational intelligence 

analysis is sometimes performed using regional intelligence 

files in the compiling of conspiracy cases against specific 

trafficking groups. 

Most tactical intelligence is used in a raw form, but the 

potential for more finished tactical intelligence processing 

is beginning to be recognized. This would entail combining 

available collateral information from all agency sources in a 

short time for use in support of a specific operation in the 

field.  The CADPIN on-line computer system is an example of a 

real time computer product for tactical intelligence support. 

Desk personnel in BNDD and Customs provide, as time allows, 

intelligence summaries from headquarters files to the field on 

important cases. The Arrest and Seizure Analysis (ASAN) system 

printouts are distributed monthly to the field and provide 

breakouts of arrest and seizure by various categories. 

B.   DISSEMINATION 

In the law enforcement agencies the dissemination of both 

raw and finished intelligence is largely internal within agen- 

cies.  Interagenoy dissemination of raw intelligence is now the 

exception rather than the rule.  It is recommended that a policy 

of interagency dissemination at headquarters of all intelligence 

reports in certain categories such as foreign reporting, 
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debriefings, laboratory analyses, and arrest and seizures re- 

ports, be considered.  For example, the New York Joint Task 

Force intelligence unit has established some guidelines on re- 

ports which it expects to receive from each agency; under this 

directive copies of all BND-6s (Reports of Investigation), and 

BND-7s (reports of seizure to which lab analysis is attached) 

are to be sent to the Intelligence Unit.  Documents which did 

not receive Interagency dissemination in such selected areas 

would be exceptions for reasons such as unusual sensitivity. 

C.   INTELLIGENCE GAPS 

There appears to be general agreement in the community on 

the types of intelligence needed and the fact that the current 

state of knowledge is fragmented and partial in most major in- 

telligence areas.  For example, the recent USIB study of foreign 

narcotics Intelligence Includes a list of information gaps show- 

ing deficiencies in most areas of the world on  opium production, 

trafficking routes, and principal trafficking organizations. 

The clandestine nature of illicit drug traffic and its contin- 

uously changing patterns and groups indicate that intelligence 

needs can only be met completely in specific areas and at 

specific times, so that collection and production sources must 

be allocated judiciously to achieve maximum supp rt for the 

narcotics control effort.  Some of the principal gaps (i.e., 

areas where there are needs for information or products) are 

discussed below by the three types of Intelligence. 

1.  Strategic Intelligence 

The need for a broad overview of the international situation 

appears to have been met by the production of the World Opium 

Survey.     However, a continuing need was expressed for more speci- 

fic and In-depth studies to support control actions in specific 

geographic areas of the world.  The intelligence gaps are broad 

and Include the identification of the principal sources, routes. 
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and traffickers for heroin reaching the United States.  In order 

to assess the political aspects of the International control 

effort a continuing need was expressed for Information on the 

compliance of foreign governments and the existence of corrup- 

tion in foreign countries' narcotics programs. 

There is a need for a domestic strategic study to play a 

similar role as the World Opium Survey  did in the foreign field. 

Principal domestic strategic intelligence gaps are in knowledge 

of the sources of drugs entering the United Sates, the principal 

Import centers, and domestic distribution modes and routes.  In 

addition, little centrally collected and analyzed statistical 

information Is available on the extent and changes of the drug 

abuse problem and the availability of drugs.  A specific example 

of Information needed for the assessment of control efforts 

effectiveness, is a continuing program to document the disposi- 

tion and trafficking activities of violators after their arrest. 

(Such data are available from administrative records kept by 

the Federal court system.) 

2.  Operational Intelligence 

In considering the need for operational intelligence, it 

is appropriate to ask if the principal traffickers are unknown 

or if they are known but very difficult to prosecute, indicat- 

ing that tactical enforcement Ingelllgence is the primary need. 

It Is the opinion of the study group that many major interna- 

tional traffickers and domestic importers and distributors are 

not well known.  An overview study which would indicate the 

principal traffickers and systems which are known to the narcotics 

enforcement community is a needed operational product.  The 

recommended target lists and dossier files would be vehicles 

for keeping this product up to date. 
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3.  Tactical Intelligence 

There Is also a need for greater tactical Intelligence sup- 

port to the field.  This support requires files of targets. In- 

formants, cases under Investigation, aliases, photographs, phone 

numbers, financial Information, etc. ADP and analytic support 

at headquarters is needed to produce timely products in support 

of field requests.  All the kinds of information that can be 

usefully explored are not even identified at present, but the 

Initial efforts of the community in telephone and financial 

data suggest that these and others should be explored. 

There are a number of suggestions throughout this paper 

which would help to Improve the existing intelligence coverage 

and fill gaps on knowledge.  They include development of new 

sources, exploitation and analysis of the existing Information 

data base, and allocation of Increased resources. The time and 

scope of this study did not permit an examination of ways to fill 

specific intelligence needs, such as identification of the source 

of heroin entering the country by means of new laboratory tech- 

niques for source analysis.  For these reasons, quantitative 

estimates of the collection capabilities and resources needed 

to fill narcotics intelligence gaps are not now feasible. 
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Chapter VI 

NARCOTICS INTELLIGENCE RESOURCES 

A.   SUMMARY OF EXISTING RESOURCES 

Manpower figures have been developed to Indicate the re- 

sources of the narcotics enforcement coimnunity which are devoted 

to narcotic Intelligence.  Estimates obtained from each of the 

principal agencies are summarized in Tables 3 and k. 

In compiling these figures, it was difficult to take into 

account the contribution of persons who collect or produce 

narcotic intelligence In the course of pursuing primary duties 

in other areas of the enforcement program.  In the Headquarters 

entry In Table 3, only personnel who are dedicated to narcotics 

intelligence production and liaison have been indicated.  Other 

headquarters personnel who contribute to the intelligence effort 

are noted in the narrative either in this section or in the 

Individual agency descriptions in Part II. 

Two categories of field personnel are shown: personnel who 

are entirely dedicated to narcotics intelligence; and operational 

field agents.  The field agents are also the principal collectors 

of operational and narcotics Intelligence, but it does not appear 

possible to break out a fraction of their time as being primarily 

devoted to intelligence.  The combined resources of the narcotics 

community which are now being devoted to intelligence production 

or liaison at the headquarters of the Washington agencies is on 

the order of ^0  men per year.  The hO  persons listed in Table 

3 reside in three principal offices:  the Strategic Intelligence 

Office of BNDD; the Intelligence Division at Customs; and ONNI. 

Half of these are in ONNI.  In addition, CIA maintains at 
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Table  3.     NARCOTICS   INTELLIGENCE   RESOURCES 

(Personnel   or  Man/Year  Equivalents) 

Praductlon   «wd  imion 
F lBl9   innll'sei 

Op*r»tion«' 
*nd Ttttlci 
InialMgeni 

Totll   Aqtntl 
If-d 

Tol«l    A9*ntl 

6NDD 

omii 

DaD 

I .146 

640 

569 

128 

Totit 

"ipcludrt   full   tief  opfrat'onil   nircotU   *9er>n   who  cotUct   tntentg^nce   U  the  tOuri*  o^  •nforontnt  ocenttont   »\ 
• •11   j*   a«!iJU*t»iJ   inie-ll Igenct  ptrionn*!.     CI*.   iiat»,   DU.   and  ol*i»r  pifl   tl«»   foreign   celUctort   noi   tn{lud«d.     Oth»r 
do*ittic   «g<nci«i.   $S,   tir,   BPR,   FBI.   IHL   (.oKi\atrri  t\   H«lion  lourcet   ind   nol   priaary  ntrcotUt   Intclllgrnct   re«oufc> 

^IncludFt   36S   red«rat   pcrtonnvl    (100  •ttornfyi.   173  on   lean   fro*  SODD,   41   o«   Uan  froa  ATF,  tfi*  SI   fro«  othvr  tfttfictti) 
antf   135   ttat*  and   local   Invrittqatort   on   loan  to  OOILE. 

'C»tt*ai«fl  van  y»ir  »<|u)««1fnt  ot   !««•   njrtoUci   relatad  acHvUie*   of   tla  »7S  CuitOffi   in»»SHgatt.»  a^fntv.     Cuite*t 
• ltl«atei   that   approxtnatvly   Mif   of   t»«1r   Invcttlgattoni   art  nircotUi   related. 

']I4   mtcUigatice  agtntt   and  2li  auditors   arc  punwlng   ln(tl*1dua)   IRS   narcotlci   ta^9•t^. 

*TN* OoD •amtaini a force of 2,BiB agenii in tfte l«»(it tgat I »e eiemtntt of the t»iree lenicei. Oruq offemei r«oqe 
froB 20 to 40 percent of the tn«ait<gatlont conducted by theie personnel. The *rpy aat able to identify 12% of Ui 
agent   pefionnel   ai   beinq   devoted  entirely   to  druq   investiQatlons ,   the  Navy   identified  2.   an<|   the  Air   Force,   nofte. 

Table   4.      FOREIGN   NARCOTICS   INTELLIGENCE   RESOURCES 

8*,ion 

BNDD CuUOBi DOR' 1 
Oipdicated 
Inta 11 iger- te 

rot«i1    4ger 

Intel I tqen ce^ 
Deduated   to 
Irtel Hgence 

Total   Agent* 
and 

intelligence^ 
Deal 
Ute 

cated   to 
n.gence 

Total   »ienti 

Intelligence'' 
tJeiJlcated 
Intelliije 

to 
ce 

and 
IntallIgente" 

(.anada 1 3 2 } S 

Mciice 1 15 4 S )9 

xill^.c. 
1 14 i 1 i 20 

••111   Eatt 13 2 2 )i 

it   «sia 4 18 4 j; 22 

Far   Eatt I 9 1 la 2 26 

tBfOS* 2 27 9 S3 1 1 89 

1 TotaU 10 "' 27 72 " 19f>                   1 

'includet   TO  U.S.   Ar*y  and  2  U.S.   Navy   tntestIgati*c  agen 

iMcludei   full   tl«e  operational   narcotict   agent 
well   at   dedicated   intelligence  pertonnel 

'Thvre   are  now   B  additional   agents   atroad. 

igenti  devoted entirely  to drug  abuie cei 
telllgence  in  the eoune o'  en 
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headquarters a Narcotics Control Group with full time narcotics 

responsibilities. Including liaison and distribution of reports 

from the field.  However, DDI personnel at CIA who have produced 

Intelligence Memoranda on International narcotics problems are 

not assigned on a full-time basis to the narcotics field.  Con- 

sequently, the level of CIA resources devoted to the production 

of finished Intelligence products Is now assigned on an ad hoc 

basis to meet specific production requests, and the number of 

persons Is dependent on the number and nature of these requests. 

The number of personnel In the narcotics agency headquarters 

who are actually engaged In Intelligence analysis on a full-time 

basis (excluding CIA and NSA) Is only about 20 Individuals, 

since management and liaison functions occupy many personnel In 

these small Intelligence units. There are four analytic units 

composed of six analysts in SIO at BNDD,' five analysts In 

Customs, and about 12 analysts in ONNI.  A majority of these 

resources appear to be devoted to startegic intelligence, 

including most of the ONNI resources and perhaps half of the 

BNDD and Customs resources 

At headquarters, there are a number of Individuals and 

organizations who collect or disseminate intelligence-related 

information In the course of their activities.  In BNDD, for 

example, they Include the statistics division, the special 

projects office, and the area desk managers in the enforcement 

office. 

The dedicated domestic narcotics intelligence personnel In 

the field are found primarily in the regional offices of BNDD 

and Customs; they represent about 3 percent of the total domestic 

agent field strength.  These personnel perform intelligence 

functions, including liaison, source development, and analysis, 

along with administration and information management functions 

to varying degrees in different regions and agencies.  The 

^Two of the six are on temporary loan from CIA. 
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3.000 operational field agents are the primary collectors of 

tactical and operational intelligence. In the course of their 

Investigative work.  BNDD accounts for about 40 percent of these 

personnel, while the remainder reside in Customs, ODALE,^ and 

IRS in roughly equal numbers. 

As shown in Table 4, the overseas narcotics control strength 

is only about 6 percent of the domestic field strength, and rep- 

resents about 200 people worldwide.  Nine of these BNDD personnel. 

Including three on loan from other agencies and 27 Customs per- 

sonnel, are fully devoted to intelligence activities.  Additional 

support in intelligence collection on a part-time basis is given 

by other members of the country team Including the State Depart- 

ment, CIA, and DoD.  It is the impression of the study team that 

the bulk of this support has been provided by CIA, and that the 

DoD components have not been effectively integrated into the col- 

lection effort abroad. 

B.   RESOURCE ALLOCATION 

The six intelligence analysts in BKDD and five intelligence 

analysts In Customs, due to their small number, can review in 

detail only a small portion of the dally flow of raw intelli- 

gence.  In-depth analyses using the headquarters case files are 

generally not feasible, except in special projects like the 

PILOT Study.  Strategic intelligence analyses are even more 

limited since operational Intelligence support often is given 

flrat priority. Intelligence and operational personnel in 

both agencies were in agreement that additional Intelligence 

analysts are needed and could provide useful support to enforce- 

ment operations.  The modest resources allocated to intelligence 

analysis appear to make little sense in light of much larger re- 

sources In manpower and ADP processing equipment which are now 

being expanded to collect, collate, and file data. 

'The ODALE contingent is formed from personnel loaned by the 
other federal and local agencies. 
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In addition, the responsibilities of the four principal 

Intelligence producers—BNDD, CIA, Customs, and ONNI—are now 

overlapping In some areas of operational and strategic Intelli- 

gence, and In domestic and foreign Intelligence, so that the 

limited resources are dispersed and are not used in an optimal 

manner. 

Consequently, it appears that a high priority should be 

given to the consideration of augmenting existing Intelligence 

resources and dividing responsibilities for the different types 

of intelligence among the principal agencies to make more ef- 

ficient utilization of their resources.  The following specific 

areas are offered for consideration. 

In the near term. It appears that continuity of foreign 

strategic intelligence production will have to be malntalfied 

by CIA.  This agency possesses unique capabilities for the pro- 

duction of foreign intelligence to support international pol- 

icy and it will be difficult to duplicate these capabilities 

in the law enforcement community within practical time or 

financial constraints.  The maintenance of a continuing group 

of analysts in CIA/DDI for narcotics intelligence should be 

considered to draw upon that agency's production and support 

capabilities. 

A determination of the resources needed for domestic strtegl 

intelligence production should follow a decision on which res- 

ponsibilities for production are to be placed within the law 

enforcement community and which should reside In the public 

health and treatment areas (some production Is now going on in 

SAODAP).  The utilization of the 12 analysts in ONNI should be 

considered for the production of domestic strategic intelli- 

gence within the law enforcement community. 

In consonnance with the Interest in this category of in- 

telligence expressed at the highest levels of the narcotics 

law enforcement community, consideration should be given to 
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Increasing the strength of the operational Intelligence units 

In the principal operating agencies (BNDD and Customs).  Addi- 

tional Intelligence resources would be needed for several of 

the functions discussed in this paper, including the targeting 

role (discussed in Chapter IV, Section E) and the maintenance 

of target lists and dossier files.  Personnel in several agen- 

cies indicated that it would be useful to have several projects 

of the PILOT type going on concurrently. 

As stated earlier, in order to carry out the PILOT opera- 

tional analysis which focused on Latin America trafficking pat- 

terns, an interagency group of five analysts worked for a period 

of approximately nine months at BNDD.  Similar analytical ef- 

forts could cover major trafficking areas, such as Southeast 

Asia to identify trafficking groups which are exploiting heroin 

supplies in this area; Europe, to determine new patterns of 

trafficking, such as the trans-shipment of heroin through Spain, 

and to Identify morphine base storage points in West Germany 

and elsewhere; for the Middle East to Identify groups which may 

be exploiting new heroin sources, such as Afghanistan; and for 

the United States, to develop an understanding of distribution 

networks for heroin of European and Asian origin, and for co- 

caine (the PILOT analyses treated heroin only). 

Additional resources should be considered to increase 

the manning of operational desks in BNDD to provide (1) better 

interface between Intelligence and operations at the headquarters 

level, and (2) adequate intelligence support to the operational 

elements in the field.  These personnel should be analysts, and 

although they may be assigned to the intelligence office, they 

would work at the operational desks in support of the field 

needs for intelligence support of operations.  Such an augmenta- 

tion should be accompanied by additional personnel and ADP needed 

for Implementation of improved information handling and filing 

procedures as discussed in Chapter IV, Section F.  A similar 

augmentation should be examined for Customs. 
62 
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In considering the resources for Intelligence In the field, 

one Is struck by the imbalance between resources allocated to 

the foreign effort and those In the domestic areas.  This Is 

particularly significant In light of the belief of many people 

In law enforcement that the recent domestic heroin shortages 

originated primarily as a result of International actions, and 

the fact that seizures of heroin abroad outnumber domestic 

seizures by It-to-l even with a l-to-20 discrepancy in foreign 

to domestic resources. 

Consequently, It Is suggested that current foreign opera- 

tional Intelligence resources be examined for adequacy of cov- 

erage and that augmentation be considered. 

Intelligence Is a major activity of all BNDD overseas 

agents.  They serve as an International Intelligence system to 

bring to the attention of the host country. Information devel- 

oped by the United States and other countries.  The IS** BNDD 

and Customs agents abroad are too few and spread too thinly to 

perfonn adequately the Intelligence collection and foreign 

liaison In support of the international narcotics control ef- 

fort.  For Instance, In many trafficking countries of Latin 

America and the Middle East, there are only one or two agents 

per country, and some countries have no representation. Two 

conclusions result from these limited resources. 

First, for the near term at least, the national security 

•Intelligence community will probably have to continue, and 

perhaps Increase, Its overseas narcotics intelligence collec- 

tion.  It will represent the majority of resources devoted to 

strategic narcotics Intelligence abroad for some time, and 

will also be needed for whatever operational intelligence col- 

lection it can provide in support of the operational agencies. 

The different agencies can provide support in different areas 

of the world according to their resource distribution abroad. 

It appears, for example, that DoD could play a significantly 
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greater role If the appropriate headquarters priorities were 

established, and the activity coordinated In Washington and In 

the Individual country teams overseas. 

Second, BNDD personnel should be selectively augmented In 

critical areas needing additional operational Intelligence and 

liaison coverage. Areas should be selected on a priority basis 

(according to the relative Importance of each area In terms of 

trafficking) and provided with qualified operational personnel 

as resource allocation and training time allow. 

Since there are now only nine BNDD overseas agents dedi- 

cated to operational Intelligence collection and analysis, 

consideration of additional analytic support should be given 

on a case by case basis for the principal regions.  An alterna- 

tive Is to Increase headquarters support to meet the field's 

needs for operational Intelligence support.  The appropriate 

combination of field and headquarters analysts will depend on 

the geographic regions Involved.  However, at present, the 

analytic resources, both at headquarters and In the foreign 

field, are largely lacking for this Important role. 

In the domestic field the principal intelligence area 

where additional intelligence resources appear to be needed is 

intelligence analysts at the metropolitan and regional areas.* 

The extent of the need varies from region to region, but there 

are few full-time analysts in the field.  A decision to use 

some non-agent personnel In this role is probably needed.  In 

addition, the extent to which additional dedicated intelligence 

collection resources should be allocated from the overall pool 

of domestic operational field agents warrants careful examina- 

tion.  This allocation now varies depending on the needs and 

resource allocation decisions of the regional directors. 

'BNDD is now evaluating its regional intelligence units. 
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Mr. ROGERS. DO we have that eflFect on our own State and local 
governments? 

Mr. BABTELS. TO a lesser extent than I would hope. For one reason, 
we don't always have the good offices of an interceding group such as 
the State Department. That makes a big difference overseas. In many 
States a sense of mutual confidence and trust is built up over a year 
or so betw^een our people and State and local authorities. But this 
relationship may be interrupted due to changes in personnel. 

A local chief may be replaced. Then we are dealing with a new man. 
Or one of our agents may be transferred and the local chief is dealing 
with a new man. 

Mr. ROGERS. YOU have how many overseas? 
Mr. BARTELS. We have now 151 agents permanently overseas 

I believe. We average approximately 60 to 70 on various temporary 
duty stations overseas. 

Mr. ROGERS. Are all of those conversant in the language of the 
country to which they are assigned? 

Mr. BARTELS. Almost all of them. We have agents who speak 
Urdu, Farsi, and various other fairly exotic languages. There may be 
a few who are not familiar with some of the Southeast Asian dialects. 
Most of our people in Southeast Asia are bilingual at least. 

Mr. ROGERS. So how many do not speak, would you think, the 
language of the countrj' to which they are assigned or it is one of their 
assignments? 

Mr. BARTELS. I would suggest here that there are probabh' less 
less than 10 who do not speak one of the two languages of the country 
and I can get you that information. 

Mr. ROGERS. Are you doing anything to get people proficient in 
the language? 

Mr. BARTELS. Yes, we are doing a nvimber of things. We are 
searching out other agencies who have people who are knowledgeable 
in the exotic lan^ages. We are using the Foreign Service Institute 
as mandatory training. Normally it is 10 months; sometimes it is as 
little as 6 months depending on the college level ability. 

Mr. ROGERS. This is to give them language training? 
Mr. BARTELS. That is right. 
Mr. ROGERS. You are using what school? 
Mr. BARTELS. The FSI, Foreign Service Institute, over in 

Arlington. 
Mr. ROGERS. HOW manv will they allow you to train at any one 

time? 
Mr. BARTELS. Essentially as many as we want. The}' have been 

verj- helpful and we have been training wives as well, because in many 
areas if the wife doesn't speak the language it affects the agent's 
performance and her abiUty in the embassy. 

Mr. ROGERS. We would like to know how many cannot speak the 
language where they are assigned. 

(The following information was received for the record:] 

AOENTS  ABBIONED  IN   FOREIGN   REGIONS  AND  TBIER   LANGUAGE  TRAINING 

As of October 17, 1974 there were 164 DEA Special Agents assigned to foreign 
ofiSces. DEA's authorized ceiling for FY-74 was 174 Special Agent positions. 

There are cunently 10 approved vacancies. These will be filled upon convpletion 
of DEA's selection process, language training (where required) and Foreign 
Service Institute Orientation. 
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Of the 164 Special Agents who are currently assigned, the following indicates 
where they either learned or expanded upon their present foreign language skills: 

Total 

Foreign Service Institute   62 
Native speakers   ,   45 
CoUege.   -  07 
United States Border Patrol Academy _   09 
Berlitz school  04 
Monterrey (U.S. Army schools)      05 
Language training on post     - 09 

Subtotal (A)   -       141 
Not applicable to post of duty  -          08 
No language training received             15 

Subtotal (B)-.. -         23 

Grand total.         164 
A review of the above summary reveals that more than 85 percent of those 

Special Agents currently assigned have a proficiency in a foreign language. Less 
than 10 percent have not received language training. However should the need 
tor training be identified, funds will be made available for language training on 
post. 

In order to prepare for the replacement of Special Agents currently assigned, 
and the assignment of Special Agents to newly established positions (FY-75), 
the following program is being conducted on an on-going basis at the Foreign 
Service Institute: 

Language training completed:   
Language: trainet 

French     5 
Spanish     8 
German      3 
Portuguese      4 
Thai     2 

Total  -             22 
Language training in progress: 

Spanish       3 
Italian    2 
German 1    1 
Thai  5 
Turkish  2 
Farsi. - -.   1 
Arabic       1 
Chinese (Cantonese)   -   2 
Burmese    2 
Korean   -   .-   1 
Laotian    2 

Total - -         22 

Key I Key II 
RD—Regional Director 1—Spanish 
DRD—Deputy Regional Director 2—French 
ARD—Assistant Regional Director 3—Italian 
CA—Country Attache 4—German 
SAIC—Special Agent-in-Charge 5—Portuguese 
SA—Special Agent 6—Thai 
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Key 77—Continued                                   Key III 
7—Burmese                                                 N/A—Language Not Required 
8—Laotian                                                  Berlitz—Private   Studies   or   Studies 
9—Japanese                                                    funded by the Government 
10—Chinese (Mandarin)                            FSI—Foreign Services Institute 
11—Chinese (Cantonese)                           Monterrey—U.S.      Army      Language 
12—Farsi                                                         School, Monterrey, CA. 
13—Turkish                                                LTOP—Language Training on Post 
14—Malaysian                                            USBP—United  States   Border   Patrol 
15—Vietnamese                                              Spanish Study Course 
16—Arabic                                                  Native—Native Speaking 
17—Dutch                                                   College—Language Studied in College 

DEA SPECIAL AGENTS ASSIGNED TO FOREIGN OFFICES AS OF OCT. 17. 1974 

Position and post of duty 
None 
available       Berlitz          FSI Monterrey        LTOP USBP      Native       College 

CA—Ottawa  
SAIC—Montreal  
SA-Montreal  

Do  
SAIC—Toronto  

X                             2 
X 
X               
X             
X 

SAIC—Vancouver  X               
SA—Vancouver  
RO—Mexico City  

X             
1 .... 

DRD-Mexico City  1   
SA—Mexico City  1   

Do :  1  
Do  
Do  

1   ................ 
Do  
Do  
Do  

1               1 
1   

"i".'.'.'.'...'.'.'. 
Do  1  
Do  1  

SAIC-Guadalalara  1  
SA—Guadalajara  1   

Do  
SAIC—Hermosillo  

1   ................ 
SA—Hermosillo ..     .   . 1 

 i';;" SAIC—Mazatlan  
SA—Mazatlan  
SAIC—Monterrey  

1   ""\".'".'.'.'."'. 
SA—Monterrey  
CA—San Jose  

1   
 i:;!; 

CA—Kingston   
RD—Bangkok  

 X 

DRD—Bangkok   ^-- 
ARD—Bangkok  
SA—Bangkok  

Do  

            H  
             6  

6 
Do  11       

6:::: 
Do  
Do  

             6  
 $I8 

Do  
Oo  

              6  
              6 

Do  
SAIC—Chaing Mai... 

             6  

SA-ChaingMai  
Do  

SAIC—Sonjkhla  

             7  
             6  
                   6  

 s":::: 
SA—Songkhia               6  

Do  
CA—Vientiane  
SA—Vientiane  

             6  
                g  

 U""" 

            15 
CA—Kuala Lumpur  6 
SA—Kuala Lumpur  » 
CA—Singapore  
SA—Singapore  
CA—Saigon  
            15 

Do  
Do  

             15  
             15  

15 .... 
15 .... 



218 

DEA SPECIAL AGENTS ASSIGNED TO FOREIGN OFFICES AS OF OCT. 17, 1974—Continuad 

None 
Position and post of duty     available       Berlitz FSI Monterrey        LTOP        USBP      Native        College 

CA—HongKoni  X   
SA—Hong Kong.  X   

Do  X   
Do  U   

RO—Paris  2  
DRD—Paris  2  2  
ARD-Paris  2  1 2-3 

Do  2  
SA—Paris  2  

Do  2 
Do. 
Do  2 , 

SAIC—IWarseille  
SA—Marseille  2 , 

Do  
CA—Vienna  
CA—Brussels  2 . 
SA—Brussels  
CA—London  1 , 
CA—Bonn  4 
SA—Bonn., 

SAIC—Genoa. 
SA—Genoa  3 . 
SAIC—Milan  3 , 
SA—Milan  

Do  3  3 , 
DO  2-3. 

SAIC—Frankfurt  4  , 
SA—Frankturt  4 
SAIC—Hamburg  4  
SA—Hamburg  4  

Do  4  
SAIC—Munich  4 
SA—Munich  4 
SA—Munich  4  
CA—Rome  3  
SA—Rome  3  

Do. 
CA—The Hague  17  
SA—The Hague  17 
CA—Madrid  1  
SA—Madrid  I  1  

DO  1  1   
SAIC—Barcelona  I . 
SA—Barcelona  1 . 

Do  1 
RD—Caracas  1 1  
DRD—Caracas  1  1  , 
ARD—Caracas  1  — 
SA—Caracas  I 

Do  1 
Do. 

CA—Buenos Aires  1  
SA—Buenos Aires  

Do  1 . 
Do  1 . 

CA—LaPaz  1 
SA—UPaz  1 
CA—Brasilia  5   1 
CA—Santiago  I 
SA—Santiago  1  ,. 
CA—Bogota. 
SA—Bogota  1  

Do  1   
Do  1 . 

CA-Quito  1  
SA—Quito  

Do .- I 
SAIC—Guayaquil  I  
SA—Guayanuil  } 
CA—Panama City  } 
SA—Panama City  I 

Do  1  
CA—Asuncion  1 -- 
SA—Asuncion  I 
CA—Lima -- 
SA—Lima  1 

Do  1  j- 
CA—Montevideo  } 
SA—Montevideo  1 
RD—Ankara  13  13  
DRD—Ankara  13  13  
SA—Ankara  13  13  

Do  13  13  
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•Mt< SPECIAL A6ENTS ASSIGNED TO FOREIGN OFFICES AS OF OCT. 17. 1974-ConUnued 

Position and post of duty 
None 
available       Berlitz FSI Monterrey LTOP USBP      Native College 

SA—Ank»ri  
SAIC-lstanbul  
SA—Istanbul  

13  
13  
13  
13  
13  

6  
16  

13 .. 
... 13 .. 

13 .. 
13.. 
13 .. 

Do  
SAIC—Izmir  
CA-Kabul  
SA-Kabul  
CA—New Delhi  "x """"II" 
CA—Tehran   
SA—Tehran  
CA—Beirut  

12  
13  

......... 
"Till 2-i6" 

SA—Beirut            J-IS 
Do           i -                     - 
Do  

CA—Islamabad  . X               
16  

SAIC—Karachi  . X               
SA—Karachi     . X                 
RD—Manila  
ORD—Manila ............. 

9  ......... 
SA—Manila  

Do  
Do                           

CA—Tokyo  9 .. 
9 .. 

Do  9 
SAIC—Naha  
CA-S«)ul  IIIIIIIII 5' 

Mr. ROGERS. What problems have you seen \vdth the Department 
of State in assigning your officers overseas and their abihties to carry 
out their functions when there is not much support from the embassy? 

Mr. BARTELS. If there is not much support  
Mr. ROGERS. Have you found this to exist? 
Mr. BARTELS. No, I don't believe I have. I found examples of 

misunderstanding as to what our role should be. 
Mr. ROGERS. Did you find any problems \vith getting quarters, 

even in Japan? 
Mr. BARTELS. 1 have not seen our new quarters in Japan, but 

you may have been over there more recently. 
Mr. ROGERS. Maybe I predate you on that. 
Mr. BARTELS. Well, traditionally we have been in the basement 

of the embassy, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. ROGERS. Maybe not even there in some places. 
Mr. BARTELS. Traditionallj- we have been in the basement of the 

courthouse, too. 
Mr. ROGERS. But I think we have got quite a bit of information 

on that on a trip this committee took concerned about the acceptance 
in allowing the DEA officer to deal with their counterparts. There 
has been tendency to want them to go through the lines of communi- 
cation alreadj' established by State. Is there still a problem there? 

Mr. BARTELS. Less so. Sometimes it is a problem. We are going 
into a number of new countries, countries which may have different 
approaches toward law enforcement and different laws. I think it 
would be unusual if the Ambassador didn't look at us being the new 
boy on the block with some apprehension. 

We have had the feeling that he can look at us with apprehension 
but in the event there is a misunderstanding or a problem, it has to 
be brought back to Ambassador Vance's shop. We should be able to 
do something about it. 
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I must say in all honesty we have had cases where some of our 
people have conducted themselves in a way that would justify that 
apprehension so we have been able to remove them and have done so 
very quickly. 

Mr. ROGERS. What is your relationship to the Department of 
Defense? 

Mr. BARTELS. It is more limited. I would say that probably the 
relationship of Dr. Du Pont to the Department of Defense has been 
more than ours. They operate from a law enforcement point of view 
independently. We meet with them. They are part of the country- 
teams. If it is overseas we exchange information both domestically 
and overseas. They conduct their own law enforcement operations. 

Mr. ROGERS. Even here domestically? 
Mr. BARTELS. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ROGERS. HOW often do you meet with their people? 
Mr. BARTELS. I met with General Escola 2 weeks ago, a little bit 

less than 2 weeks ago. I would say our people meet with them on the 
strategic planning level with some regularity and the enforcement 
with a great deal less regularity, but on a planning and strategic 
situation I would estimate it varies. 

Mr. Belford and his people from Intelligence meet at least monthly 
with Department of Defense people to exchange information as to 
shifts in patterns where the Department of Defense may expect 
changes. 

Mr. ROGERS. Are you telling me you would not take an arrest, 
pursue anyone on a military post? 

Mr. BARTELS. Not without contacting the commandant first, no, 
and we would not normally go in there. We have been invited in there. 
We have trained some of their people, worked with them, but normally 
it is their CID that does that. 

Mr. ROGERS. DO they also have authoritjy^ to go where it originates? 
Mr. BARTELS. NO, not normally, but when they arrest somebody 

they do inform our local office as a regular practice and if it is a matter 
of any unusual nature, anything that would attract the attention of 
our people, and we try and train our people to be alert to that, if 
there is any information on source, both the military and our people 
are encouraged and alerted to work that out. I frankly don't know 
the extent to which anything does slip by. 

Mr. ROGERS. I just wondered how you sometimes draw the lines. 
Suppose there is a drug operation on the outskirts of the post where 
military people are? 

Mr. BARTELS. We will do it and work with them right then and 
there. There is no competition. At least no instances of it have been 
brought to my attention. 

One series of posts, for example, on the outside of St. Louis in a 
fort—its name escapes me—but we had a long term investigation 
into drug activity, both on the post and off it m an area known as 
the four cities area outside—I think it is Leonard Wood—which 
resulted as a result of good cooperation in a series of good cases that 
broke that up. 

Mr. ROGERS. What about amphetamines? What has happened to 
amphetamines? Are they being abused in this Nation still? 

Mr. BARTELS. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ROGERS. What have we done to prevent it? 
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Mr. BARTELS. Well, what we have done is, working with the 
Mexican Government over the past 9 months or so we have come up 
with this investigation which resulted in 100-some-odd Americans 
being arrested and over 40 Mexicans being arrested as well as these 4 
tableting machines. 

On September 11 of this year, working with the Mexicans, we exe- 
cuted a series of these arrests based on sealed indictments in 10 different 
districts. It ran from Charleston, W. Va., New York, out to California, 
and of course along the entire Southwest border. 

There are two ways to work on this amphetamine problem which 
both Dr. Du Pont and I believe is a bad one. One is to reduce the 
quotas pursuant to the statute. 

Mr. ROGERS. Have we done that recently? 
Mr. BARTELS. Recently we have not, but under Mr. Ingersoll they 

were reduced to approximately 10 percent of what they were 
previously. 

Amphetamine slippage according to our statistics and investigations 
from legitimate sources has dwindled down to precious little. The 
slack was made up through the illicit minibennie smuggling operation 
which came about as stated from four dies on which you could take 
ballistic-type samples. 

In other words, when you saw the minibennie you could recognize 
and analyze which of the dies it came from. They tell me that they 
believe they have gotten all the dies that exist in Mexico as a result 
of this operation. 

I am skeptical. If that is true it would mean that this process should 
be drying up for a period of time and we should be able to see a hiatus 
until somebody else comes out with a new die. 

Mr. ROGERS. Was the production of the amphetamines in Mexico 
illicit? 

Mr. BARTELS. NO, sir, it was imported from Europe and that is part 
of the problem, that it wasn't illicit. It did not become illicit under 
Mexican law until it was exported to the United States and there is 
no provision under Mexican law or no other European countries simi- 
lar to our Controlled Substance Act for the regulation of export and 
import of amphetamines. 

Mr. ROGERS. SO they have to show that the pills have come across 
the border into the United States. Then it becomes illegal in Mexico. 

Mr. BARTELS. Their statute—and again, I am not an expert on 
Mexican law—but as I understand it, their statute applies a severe 
penalty for exporting of drugs, so if the drugs are there m such quan- 
tities and with other indications of intent to export showing, that is 
sufficient under Mexican law. 

Mr. ROGERS. This showing has been made in four instances. 
Mr. BARTELS. It has been made in the seizures of these four tab- 

leting machines which were turning out phenomenal amounts in an 
illicit manner. There was nothing done m normal business circum- 
stances. It was hidden with phony corporations under circumstances 
that made it clear it was to be exported. 

Mr. ROGERS. Have there been any shipments of amphetamines 
from the United States into Mexico? 

Mr. BARTELS. Yes, there have been .some, but it is not a serious 
amount and I believe it has dried up or is in the process of drying up. 

Mr. ROGERS. Have you authorized the export? 

41-912 O - 74 - 15 
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Mr. BARTELS. I will have to supply that for the record. I believe I 
did under the Penwalt case authorize some, and others were not. The 
facts escape me, and rather than guess, I would rather give it to you. 

Mr. ROGERS. All right. I think it would be helpful to have that for 
the record. 

Mr. BARTELS. I don't beUeve since Penwalt there have been. 
Mr. ROGERS. And where else have we authorized any exporting 

of amphetamines? 
What about barbiturates? 
[The following information was received for the record:] 

EXPORT AND IMPORT FIOTJRES FOR AMPHETAMINES AND BARBITTTRATES 

The total quantity of amphetamine exported from the U.S. is as follows, ex- 
pressed in kilograms: 

Kilogramt 
1972        31.258 
1973..        3.870 
1974   174.440 

Total    109.568 
' This year's total Includes one large shipment of 73 kilograms of Dextroamphetamlne 

to England, wblcb England was not able to manufacture due to a petrochemical shortage 
In Europe. 

There have been no importations of amphetamine other than minute quantities 
for research or analytical uses since August, 1971 when the amphetamine were 
placed in Schedule II of the Controlled Substances Act. 

Of the barbiturates there are approximately twelve major types, some of which 
fall under Schedule IV controls (phenobarbital, barbital), some in Schedule III 
(hexobarbital, cyclobarbital, butabarbital), and three were placed in Schedule II 
in late 1973 (secobarbital, pentobarbital, amobarbital). 

These three, amobarbital, secobarbital and pentobarbital, were moved into 
Schedule II because of the documented abuse. Prior to 1974 for these three bar- 
biturates and up until the present on the other, non-Schedule II barbiturates, as 
Schedule III and FV substances, less comprehensive import/export documentation 
is required under the Controlled Substances Act. To import or export a Schedule 
III or IV substance, prior authorization is not required under the ControUwi 
Substances Act, but only that DEA be notified of the shipment fifteen days prior. 

Of the three barbiturates placed in Schedule II, where authorization is re- 
quired, a total of 23.525 kilograms have been exported in 1974, due primarty to 
tm inability of Europe to produce because of the petrochemical shortage. There 
have been no importations of these thiee barbiturates in 1974. 

Mr. BAHTEifi. Our estimate is that to a greater extent barbiturates, 
that illicit recreational use of barbiturates is both a diversionary 
and a smuggling problem, so that we are looking very closely at 
rescheduling an additional four barbiturates, I believe, up into schedule 
two. 

Recently we rescheduled the two most widely abused into schedule 
two which, as you know, would provide a quota and stiffer security 
measures. The other four which were pharmacologically similar to 
the two that we upgraded had no history at all of abuse, and we have 
been watching those very closely and will be taking another look at it. 

Mr. ROGERS. IS there any indication that they are being abused? 
Mr. BARTELS. None now, and yet they are pharmacologically 

similar if not, I believe in one case, almost identical. 
Mr. ROGERS. Are we exporting barbiturates? 
Mr. BARTELS. I don't believe so. Again, I will give you the exact 

figure. 
Mr. ROGERS. We have reduced the production of two of the 

barbiturates? 
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Mr. BARTELS. The two which had the greatest potential for abuse, 
of which we saw some signs of abuse. 

Mr. ROGERS. What have we done, if you have someone here who 
can tell us. 

Mr. BARTELS. Secobarbital, amilbarbital, and pentobarbital that 
we have upgraded. 

Mr. ROGERS. And what have you done as a result of this upgrading? 
Mr. BARTELS. We have limited the quota on manufacturing of 

seco, pento and amil barbitals and we have naturally insisted on their 
security in export. 

Mr. ROGERS. Have your examinations of the records of any of the 
companies shown a leakage, or slippage, in American-made ampheta- 
mines or barbiturates? 

Mr. BARTELS. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ROGERS. TO what extent? 
Mr. BARTELS. In the barbiturates to the extent that we estimate 

not just a slippage from wholesalers and distributors, but to a greater 
extent from false prescriptions that the recreational abuse is somewhere 
in the vicinity of 30 to 40 percent in barbiturates from domestic 
sources as opposed to the amphetamines where we don't find that. 

Mr. ROGERS. HOW many pills would that represent? 
Mr. BARTELS. I will have to get that figure. 
Mr. ROGERS. What is the general production of barbiturates? 
Mr. BARTELS. I don't know what the illicit use of barbiturates is. 

Once you get into those numbers they stagger me, and I can't keep 
them m my mind, but you are always up into the bilhon dosage units, 
and I don't know what the illicit number of dosage units is. I can 
supply it for the record. 

Mr. ROGERS. All right. 
[The following information was received for the record:] 

ILLICIT BARBITURATE DATA 

DBA &  FEDERAL TASK FORCE  REMOVALS  OF  DEPRESSANTS  FROM  DOMESTIC  ILLICIT 
MARKET 

(In dosage units) 
Fiscal Year 

1970      2,339,590 
1971     319,006 
1972    688,810 
1973    933,199 
1974   649,188 

DRUG THEFTS 
Description of Data: 

Registered handlers are required to report the theft of any controlled substances 
to DEA. The data below summarize the number of thefts and the volume of 
drugs reported stolen during the past three fiscal years. 
Analysis: 

There are two dominant trends in these theft data resulting from the conflict 
of an increasing demand for drugs in the illicit market with a decreasing supply of 
drugs. First is the rapid rise in the incidence of theft, which more than doubled 
from FY 72-74. The second is the relative decrease in the volume of drugs stolen, 
especially the drop in stimulants due to increased regulation and production 
controls imposed in FY 72. 
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Fiscal year- 

Number of thefts  

Volume stolen: 
Total (millions of dosage units). 

Narcotics  
Stimulants  
Depressants  

1972 1973 1974 

3,622 6,382 7,942 

28.9 49.6 33.4 

8.3 20.2 
15.4 
14.0 

12.5 
16.8 
3.8 

8.7 
12.2 

Mr. BARTELS. Production quotas of the amphetamJne-type drugs 
have been cut from 2.2 bilHon in 1972 to 630 million. So the\' have been 
cut down to approximately one-third. That does not break down the 
drugs beyond the amphetamines, which are class 2, and I can break 
this down for you in a writing, and I will be happy to. The depressants 
we have just started to regulate and they are at 500 million dosage 
units. 

[The following information was received for the record:] 

REDUCTION OF QUOTAS ON DANGEROUS DRUGS 

The attached chart sets forth quotas granted, in terms of basic class, for those 
substances having legitimate medical use which fall under the quota sj'stem 
(Schedule II). Supplemental information showing the industry reque-sts is also 
set forth. 

The 1972 and 1973 quotas for amphetamine and methaphetamine reflect 
significant decreases over 1971 production, however, the figures may be misleading 
in terms of sales. The quota granted only reflects that quantity of bulk basic class 
drug which may be produced. However, inventories of raw materials which existed 
prior to control were formulated into dosage units for sale in subsequent years. 
The increased 1974 quota for amphetamine was necessary to replace depleted 
inventories to create the neces.sary reserve stocks required by the Controlled 
Substances Act. 

There are no domestic manufacturers of Methylphenidate, and the quota 
reflects the total quantity to be imported. The increase in 1973 was necessary for 
inventory replacement and for a strike contingency allowance. 

The Phenmetrazine quota for 1972 and 1973 reflected decreases over the 1971 
production. The 1974 quota again includes an inventory replacement quantity 
and a strike contingency quantity. In addition, due to lengthly production time 
for the manufacture of the finished dosage unit, it is necessary to provide produc- 
tion inventory for sales in the subsequent year. 

Methaqualone, Amobarbital, Secobarbital and Pentobarbital were placed 
under Schedule II control in late 1973. The quantities shown for the three bar- 
biturates are the quotas granted to date, as the final allocation has not yet been 
granted. The 1974 quota requests are reasonable equivalents of 1973 production. 

DANGEROUS DRUG QUOTA UNDER THE CSA 

1971- 
Produced 

1972 quota 

requested        (ranted 

1973 quota 1974 quota 

Basic class requested granted requested granted 

Amohetamine  
Metnamphetamine  
Methylphenidate'. ... 
Phenmetrazine  
Amobarbital 

9,356 
4,926 
2,320 
4,638 

19,956 
8,941 
2,070 
6,174 

1,564 
969 

1,857 
2,672 

2.159 
2.752 
2,820 
5,300 

992 
561 

2.440 
1,204 

5,635 
815 

2,554 
3,219 

11.400 
71,231 
32.700 
37,230 

3,657 
'517 

1,516 
3.046 
8,274 

Pentobarbital 22,094 
41821 

Methaqualone 15,023 

> In addition, 1,375 kg of 1-desoiyepliedrine liydrochloride was issued for use in the production of a noncontrollcd 
over-the-counter preparation. 

' Represents quantity to be imported. 

Note: All figures are expressed in terms of kilograms of anhydrous l>as«. 
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Mr. RoQGRs. 500 million. 
Mr. BARTELS. Yes, 519,125,000. 
Mr. ROGERS. And have you had any arrests or any prosecutions 

for any slippages in the.se areas? 
Mr. BARTELS. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ROGERS. Any significant ones? 
Mr. BARTELS. Yes, sir, we have had some. The PenvxUt case, which 

you are familiar with as well as several doctors. 
Mr. ROGERS. Halucinogens, what is the situation there? 
Mr. BARTELS. Well, the hallucinogens I believe have stabilized and 

are less popular than they were before. LSD has declined in usage, I 
believe, although Dr. DuPont may have more exact figures. We see a 
greater shift among the hallucinogens from the synthetic ones, those 
that have names that sound like oil additives, LSD, PCP, toward the 
natural one, marihuana, hashish, and hashish oil. There has been 
some increasing traffic in PCP, especially around the Detroit area for 
some reason, but in general there has been a substantial increase in 
the natural halucinogens now, marihuana, hashish, and hashish oil. 

[The following information was received for the record:] 

HALLUCINOGENS IN U.S. ILLICIT MARKETS 

The main problem is the ready availability of hallucinogens in US illicit markets 
nationwide. This condition springs primarily from increasing flows of hallucino- 
gens from clandestine laboratories and tableting operations, rather than from 
diversion out of legal production. 

Today there are approximately 110 known patterns of tablets of such drugs as 
LSD, PCP and MDA being punched and sold clandestinely in the US. Addi- 
tionally there is a large but unknown number of clandestine laboratories operating 
on varying schedules turning out liquid and powder methamphetamine, PCP, 
LSD, hashish oil and other hallucinogen substances. 

Precursor and surveillance programs supporting investigations of clandestine 
laboratories use up sizeable amounts of manpower, and of themselves are not 
sufficient to bring substantial constraint on this primary flow. 

A multi-pronged, coordinated approach to develop ma'or conspiracy cases, of a 
kind used by Enforcement, Intelligence and Prosecutive offices in CE^TAC 4, as 
well as regional groups using State and local enforcement agencies, is needed. 

No new legislation is required because controls currently provided for under the 
Controlled Substances Act appear adequate. 

Mr. ROGERS. IS it true that they are bringing in now a different 
type of hashish, or marihuana, which is not specincallv covered in the 
law? 

Mr. BARTELS. I don't believe so. If you are talking about the dif- 
ference between cannabis indica, our position is that it is the same 
plant. There has been a series of court cases where there was a divided 
authority, and I believe it is here in the District. Our posture is that 
that is the same plant and is definitely covered under the Federal 
law. There is some question in another State as to whether indica is 
covered under the law. I don't believe it is a serious problem. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Hastings brought that to my attention, that there 
had been some statement that there was some concern about that. 
If so, we would want to make it very clear it is certainly the intent 
of the Congress itself to cover such drugs. 

Mr. BARTELS. We are engaged in litigation on it. I think we are 
going to win that litigation. 

Mr. ROGERS. But if there isn't, then we can amend the law very 
quickly. 

Mr. BARTELS. Thank you. 
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Mr. ROGERS. Here are questions that Mr. Symington has that you 
could answer for the record. [See p. 236.) 

Mr. ERNST. Mr. Chairman, may I refer back to the question of the 
reception by our missions abroad of the DEA presence. 

Mr. ROGERS. Yes. 
Mr. ERNST. And I would just like to say that the antinarcotics 

effort remains a priority foreign relations concern, and our ambassadors 
and missions are under a Presidential directive which brings that 
priority to their attention. 

Mr. ROGERS. Has this been renewed by President Ford? 
Mr. ERNST. Not specifically, but I anticipate that that will certainly 

be done. 
Mr. BARTBLS. I understand he intends to do so. 
Mr. ROGERS. That he will ask again our ambassadors to make it 

top priority? 
Mr. ERNST. TO reaffirm a continuation, and in the context of that 

our missions are under instructions to grant every facility so that the 
DEA personnel can be most effective, and while there may be diffi- 
culties in connection with housing and so forth, I am sure that that 
sort of thing is less and less, if not completely, a thing of the pa'st. 

I would like also to say that each year there is a regional meeting 
of the narcotics coordinators from our various Embassies and at these 
meetings, which are held in different parts of the world, not only the 
State Department, but DEA and other agencies involved are present 
to review not only the programs and the activities and the extent of 
the problem, but also the relationships on the scene. 

Mr. ROGERS. NOW, out of your funding you were spending how 
much for Mexico? 

Mr. ERNST. For Mexico, $5 million. 
Mr. ROGERS. IS that a proper amount? They now say Mexico is 

the largest problem we have. 
Mr. ERNST. It could be that more money can justifiably be spent 

there, and in connection with the planning for $42.5 million we will 
allow a contingency which would be adequate to add to that or any 
other programs where we think it would be most effective. 

Mr. ROGERS. AS I understand, that money goes to mount an attack 
within the country, maybe aid for helicopters, and this sort of thing. 

Mr. ERNST. Right. 
Mr. ROGERS. HOW many helicopters are involved? 
Mr. ERNST. In Mexico? Let me just check the figures. 
Mr. BARTELS. I think there are approximately 12 down there that 

were down there on a full-time basis. 
Mr. ROGERS. Should there be more? 
Mr. BARTBLS. We are expanding. It is part of the plan that there 

be better maintenance, that there be a stockpile of parts, that there 
be mechanics on site so that the downtime is less. Even though there 
are 12, if they are down 33 percent of the time  

Mr. ROGERS. If they are down how much? 
Mr. BARTELS. If they are down, as many helicopters are, 33 percent 

of the time, then you have the equivalent of eight operating heli- 
copters, so we are working on upgrading that element. Yes, I think 
there should be some more. 
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Mr. ROGERS. In other words, we do not have the spare parts down 
there. They have to be brought back? 

Mr. BARTELS. Frequently. 
Mr. ROGERS. How are they brought back? 
Mr. BARTELS. By plane. 
Mr. ROGERS. So how often are they on the ground? What has our 

experience been there? 
Mr. BARTELS. It needs improvement. I can't give you the figure 

but we all agree it needs improvement, and it is getting it in this 
year's budget from the State Department. 

Mr. ROGERS. HOW much are you allocating from State for this year? 
Mr. ERNST. $5 million. 
Mr. BARTELS. Specifically for heUcopters, I don't know oflFhand. 

I may add that part of the problem is not just State allocating the 
money, part of it is the legitimate sensitivity on the part of the Govern- 
ment 01 Mexico in findmg Mexican mechanics and firms that will 
handle this in size that we need. We would have done it earlier. It 
wasn't a matt«r that either State or DEA didn't anticipate as much 
as it was a matter of finding and training competent Mexican me- 
chanics on helicopters. 

Mr. ROGERS. Have they called on the armed forces to be helpful 
in this? 

Mr. BARTELS. Our Armed Forces? 
Mr. ROGERS. The Mexican Armed Forces. 
Mr. BARTELS. Yes; they have, and at one point last year they had 

12,000 members of the Mexican Armed Forces going through on an 
eradication campaign. That varies in effectiveness. 

Mr. ROGERS. I thought they might have helicopter people trained. 
Mr. BARTELS. They have had some, but we haven't called on them 

for that. The reason is that simply there is a shortage of helicopter 
pilots and Mexican mechanics throughout Mexico and the conamercial 
firms pay a tremendous premium for those people, more than either the 
civil service of the Mexican Attorney General or the army can pay. 

Mr. ROGERS. Are they drafted into the army? 
Mr. BARTELS. Yes, sir, those people I believe—I don't know whether 

the pilots and mechanics are. 
Mr. ROGERS. It just seems to me that $5 million, if you are operat- 

ing helicopters, is not a very significant budget to help a government 
that seems to be cooperating and willing to help do something about 
this problem, and if it is now the major source, which I understand 
it is—don't you say 70 percent is now coming in from Mexico? 

Mr. BARTELS. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ROGERS. I would think $5 milUon out of $42.5 million is a mis- 

placement of priority, would it not be? Maybe the committee needs to 
meet again. 

Mr. ERNST. AS I indicated, Mr. Chairman, we envisage the pos- 
sibility of being able to find useful purposes for the expenditure of 
more. I might say between 1972 and 1974 there were 15 fixed-wing 
aircraft provided for Mexicans, 11 Bell and four, 212 Helicopters. 

Mr. ROGERS. And the problem has gone from what to what? What 
did we have coming in from Mexico in 1971 and 1972? 

Mr. BARTELS. In 1972 it was 8 percent. 
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Mr. RoosBs. And now it is 70, so if you were starting with that in 
1972 I would think a proportionate increase might be warranted. 

Mr. ERNST. Ambassador Vance will be meeting with the Mexican 
Attorn^ General late this week. 

Mr. KoQERS. The committee would be interested in knowing 
what is going to be done in that area; whether we are going to do 
something about it or creep along at the $5 million level. 

Mr. ERNST. Let me say the intention is to apply the resources 
that can be effectively employed down there. 

Mr. ROGERS. I understand that, and I know you want to apply the 
$5 million effectively. What I am asking is this: Couldn't we really be 
more effective with more of an effort? I wonder if we couldn't. In fact, 
it might even allow you to put people in their heUcopters under their 
direction with a liaison from DEA. Was this ever done? 

Mr. BARTELS. No; we have suggested that, and they are very 
sensitive about that. It is their feeling that it is politically impossible 
to do that. 

Mr. ROGERS. I understand. 
Mr. BARTELS. I can understand that because you have got the 

rough area that is like Utah and the peasants don't want to be 
surveiled by Americans. 

Mr. ROGERS. Surely, I understand. But I think it would be helpful 
to know what the Agency as well as State Department plans to do in 
this coming year. I think the committee would like to Imow that. 

On treatment. Dr. Du Pont, why is it you can't get the Department 
of Defense to cooperate with a special action office? Aren't you still 
operating as the representative of the President in this instance? 

Dr. Du PONT. Yes, we have  
Mr. ROGERS. That is why we allowed the office to continue, as 

you may recall, because there was some call by Members that this be 
abolished. But we thought, and it was my understanding, that the 
reason for it was so that you could be more effective with these other 
agencies, and the Department of Defense was one specifically 
mentioned. 

Dr. Du PONT. Well, we have been effective to the point of gathering 
the information and pointing out the issues to others in the White 
House and to the Department of Defense. But of course the legislation 
did not authorize us to change their policies. It merely provided 
that we could advise the President on this, and advise the other 
departments of Government, which we have now done. 

I am not completely pessimistic about the outcome but it has been 
very slow. 

Mr. Rogers. But I think when we set up the office we asked Dr. 
Jaffe if he didn't want control of the budget and I think he said the 
Office of Management and Budget did not want control of the drug 
budget of Defense. And you still don't have it. 

Dr. Du PONT. NO, we don't have control of their budget, that 
is right. 

Mr. ROGERS. Can you make recommendations? 
Dr. Du PONT. We have, yes. We will supply for the record our 

recommendations to the Department of Defense on that subject, 
and we welcome the support of your committee. 

Mr. ROGERS. When were these given to the Department of Defense? 
Dr. Du PONT. We first raised it with them about 3 months ago. 

. Mr. ROGERS. And there has been no action yet? 
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Dr. Du PONT. NO action yet, that is right. 
Mr. ROGERS. Would you let us have a copy of that for the record? 
Dr. Du PONT. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ROGERS. And to whom it was directed, and we will ask for a 

reply as to how they responded. 
Dr. Du PONT. I think that would be very helpful. 
[See correspondence with DOD on p. 67, this hearing.] 
Mr. ROGERS. What support are you getting from the OflBce of 

Management and Budget? Are you setting the budget figures in this 
area or is the Office ol Management and Budget? 

Dr. Du PONT. It is a shared responsibility. Of course, as the Office 
is coming toward the end of its legislative Ufe we operate a little bit 
more as a lame duck in this regard. 

Mr. ROGERS. YOU have what? Until 1975? 
Dr. Du PONT. 1975, yes, sir. 
But we do continue to hold budget hearings and we will be doing 

that with respect to the fiscal year 1976 budget within the next 
month. We expect that the Federal budget for drug abuse prevention 
will be established jointly with the budget section of 0MB and our 
office. 

Mr. ROGERS. Are 95,000 slots for treatment sufficient? 
Dr. Du PONT. Mr. Chairman, 6 months ^o when we settled on 

the fiscal year 1975 number of 95,000 I honestly felt we would not 
be able to fill them. The situation is obviously quite different now 
and I am not at all satisfied that this number will be sufficient. We do, 
however, want to be careful that the Federal Government does not 
take over funding of programs in such a way as to discourage State 
and local initiatives in this area, so we are watching very carefully 
what the State and local levels are doing. 

We are now funding about half of all the drug abuse treatment in 
the country, and we won't want that to go over the 50 percent mtirk. 
So far the States and locaUties have continued to increase their invest- 
ments as well, but we may very well be in a position of needing more 
support in the near future. 

Mr. ROGERS. Do you plan to recommend more support? 
Dr. Du PONT. If the current trends continue, we will, yes, sir. 
Mr. ROGERS. When will you make that judgment? 
Dr. Du PONT. Probably within the next 60 days. 
Mr. ROGERS. Will that be time to get it into the budget process? 
Dr. Du PONT. Yes, it is around the end of December that the final 

decisions are made in the executive branch. 
Mr. ROGERS. It would appear that the trend is such that you will 

have to make this recommendation if it continues. This is what you 
are saying. 

Dr. Du PONT. Yes, sir, that is my sense and, might I saj' that, 
given the current concern about the economy and the importance of 
cutting back on Federal spending, we are also concerned about the 
fiscal year 1975 budget as well as the fiscal year 1976. It may be that 
in the present mood of austerity we may not be talking expansion 
but talking of holding onto the capacity we have. But that is a priority 
that will be set here and in the White House. 

Mr. ROGERS. Yes. 
Well, what I wondered is, where you have already seen this in- 

crease come about, where we have statistics showing more use of 
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heroin in the country, where we have had the decision of the Govern- 
ment of Turkey to go back into the production of the poppies, why 
is it the drug enforcement agency has already asked for more men 
and asked for $60 million anticipatory, and yet our treatment pro- 
grams have not? 

Why is there this la^? Why can't we get on top of the problem 
instead of waiting untu everything develops and then try to crash 
treat it? 

Dr. Du PONT. The expansion of the treatment budget so far has 
been inhibited by the existence of unused treatment capacity, and 
our top priority has been to fill those federally funded slots. As I 
mentioned, we had only 55 percent utilization in February of this 
year. We were poorly positioned to argue with the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget or the Congress that we needed more capacity. 

Mr. ROGERS. Well, were those slots that were simply located 
improperly? 

Dr. Du PONT. Partially it was that. 
Mr. ROGERS. Not that they weren't needed in other places? 
Dr. Du PONT. It was really a combination. We had a very rapid 

increase in our budget for treatment over the course of about a year 
and a half, and there was in some instances a problem getting out 
the money and starting up the programs. There was also some in- 
efficiency in that process, so that the slots just weren't full. 

Some of the programs were not well run and were not attractive 
to patients. That was part of the problem. We overbuilt in some parts 
of the country where there was too much treatment capacity, whereas 
we had other areas in which we had no treatment capability. We are 
only now seeing the full utilization of the Federal treatment funds 
and, frankly, there is still some unused State and local treatment 
capacity in many parts of the country. Of course with the existence 
of that we don't want to ask for additional funds, so we have to be 
very careful about this. 

Mr. ROGERS. I don't think anyone wants you to ask for funds which 
are not needed. Certainly not in these days and times. 

Dr. Du PONT. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ROGERS. But are we on top of the problem enough to make 

intelligent judgments as to what facilities are being used or not where 
they are needed. 

Dr. Du PONT. I think I can say this, that we soon will have filled 
all the federally funded slots. All our fiiscal year 1975 funds are now 
committed. On the other hand, there are places where we are unable to 
respond to identified growing problems because there are not enough 
funds available. What we are doing now is cataloging areas of excess 
and insufficient funding. One of the areas that is of great concern to 
us now is the city of Chicago, for example. 

Mr. ROGERS. YOU had a hundred percent increase in deaths there, 
so it would indicate a rather large problem. 

Dr. Du PONT. That is right, and, frankly, they have had a very 
inadequate State and local treatment response in size in relation to 
the problem overall. But still, we are embarrassed at not being able to 
give additional funds to the State of Illinois and the city of Chicago 
to increase their capacity. 

This is the problem that we are facing in a variety of cities around 
the country. We are, first of all, supporting State and local initiatives 
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to fill up those unused slots in those areas. Then when that process 
is competed we will be in a position to ask for additional Federal funds. 

Mr. ROGERS. What about the District of Columbia? Now, you ran 
the program here. There has been a great decrease. 

Dr. Du PONT. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ROGERS. Have those slots been changed? 
Dr. Du PONT. Yes, they have been. As a matter of fact, that was one 

of the areas where there was a substantial reduction in Federal funding 
because the slots were not all full. 

California has been a major area of expansion in Federal funding 
recently. Philadelphia and Oregon have also received substantial 
increases. 

As you also know, Mr. Chairman, we have been working with single 
State agencies in each of the States and the major increase in the 
Federal drug abuse budget from fiscal year 1974 to fiscal year 1975 was 
a $10 million increase in formula grant funds for the States. 

Part of our reason for recommending increasing support for the 
single State agencies is so that the States can make priority assess- 
ments themselves of the areas which most need the services. 

Mr. ROGERS. So where did the District of Columbia slots go? 
Dr. Du PONT. They went into a 15,000 slop pool that was then dis- 

tributed around the country. I couldn't identify those particular ones. 
Mr. ROGERS. Have all oi them been allocated now, or do you have 

enough  
Dr. Du PONT. Oh, yes, they are all allocated now. Absolutely. 

That went on at the end of fiscal year 1974. All the money is com- 
mitted for this year, all the projects are coming up to their full 
utilization rate, and we expect to have 100 percent utilization by 
January 1975. 

Mr. ROGERS. What does LEAA do, or have contact with in this 
area? 

For instance, your agency, is there any contact? 
Dr. Du PONT. Yes, we have a good bit of contact with LEAA. They 

do not fund basic treatment programs the way they did a couple of 
years ago. That has been one of the areas that has gone over to the 
National Institute on Drug Abuse. LEAA's major overlap with us 
is in the area of diversion from the criminal justice system into treat- 
ment. They have a very active program which we started two years 
ago called TASC; they are administering that right now. We also 
have a research project underway with LEAA studying the relation- 
ship between crime and addiction. 

Mr. ROGERS. I notice that crime has gone up in New York, that is 
dru^-related crime, supposedly, I think for this year. Now, this is 
dunng the time period that the so-called Rockefeller Law has been 
in existence. This is the law that the State of New York enacted with, 
as I recall, very heavy penalties and without too much discretion to 
the judge in what penalties should be assessed. 

Could you give us comment on this, and what has happened so far 
this year and the experience that has resulted from this particular 
law? 

Mr. BARTELS. The experience is fairly limited because of the time 
lag from the law. Based on subjective impressions, that is talking to 
informants, other undercover conversations with defendants, initially 
a great deal of people who heard about the law did in fact go to Con- 
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necticut or New Jersey and stopped for a period of time and waited 
to see what happened. As a result of the general dilatory nature of 
the criminal justice system, I am informed that those people are back. 
Also as a result of the increased availability of Turkish heroin, much 
the way a commodity man trades in the futures, so too those people 
start to release their stockpile. There was greater availability' of 
heroin within the city of New York even in advance of the Govern- 
ment of Turkey's decision on July 1 to renounce the ban. That is, the 
people who had stockpiles started releasing them, anticipating that 
the ban being lifted the price would go down. 

We have seen greater availability and greater puritj-^ of heroin on 
the streets of New York over the past 6 months. I don't know that 
the Draconian penalties will solve that. It is being studied by a great 
number of oi^anizations, and there is a great deal of political con- 
troversy as to what that law will do. At this stage it is too early to say, 
but it is not the total panacea that some people said it was going 
to be. 

Mr. ROGERS. Well, to date then it has not, you feel, been effective? 
Mr. BARTELS. It must have discouraged some people because we 

hear it periodically. Some people have gone. But it hasn't been effective 
to the extent hoped for, I don't believe. 

Mr. ROGERS. Yes; we are talking about anticipating what the 
Turkish Government w^ould do. I notice there was a letter in the 
record which had been dated March 25, far before the July 1st 
announcement from the Ambassador to Turkey, which stated that 
in effect they were going to resume, and would try to get the whole 
poppy into the Government. He has already told us back in March 
just about what has happened. 

Who carried on the negotiations with Turkey in this area on this? 
Mr. ERNST. Sir, negotiations were primarilj' carried on by 

Mr. Macomber, our Ambassador in Ankara. Conversations were 
also held with the Turkish Ambassador here by principal officers of 
the Department of State. 

Mr. ROGERS. Which officers? 
Mr. ERNST. The Under Secretary, the Deputy Secretary for Poli- 

tical Affairs. I would like to point out that the Turkish decision to go 
to the poppy straw process was made on the 12th of September when 
the Turkish Cabinet made that decision, even though there had 
been inklings concerning it before. 

I would also point out that the United Nations drug agency meet- 
ing in Geneva earlier this year went on record as indicating that 
the straw process w^as one which it thought the world should move to 
in the case of countries that were going to plant the poppy. But I 
want to underline that the decision was not made by the Turkish 
Government to my knowledge until the Cabinet made that decision 
on September 12. 

Mr. ROGERS. Well, it says "Although the Turkish Government 
has not taken any final decision on this difficult and complicated 
issue"—that is whether they should permit the gromng of the poppy 
or not—"it has made it abundantly clear that should Turkey decide 
to resume opium poppy production, this will be done without slicing 
the poppy bulbs." 

Now, this was back in March. 
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Mr. ERNST. We are aware of the fact that Turkish oflScials knew 
of the process and were considering it, but as I say, there was no 
decision until September. 

Mr. ROGERS. I think it would appear the decision to do the poppy 
bulb had been made. It was just the decision as to whether they 
would again resume. That was the basic decision that they had not 
yet agreed upon, according to the Turkish Ambassador's letter. 

Mr. ERNST. It could be interpreted like that. 
Mr. ROGERS. I would think it is rather clear. 
Now, how many people do you think we have been able to give 

treatment to and effect a cure in the broadest sense of that term? 
Dr. Dtj PONT. I would estimate that we probably treat 250,000 

people a year in the United States for drug abuse, perhaps a little 
more than that. In terms of total cure, that is difficult to estimate 
because of the prospect of relapse even after long periods following 
treatment. I think a substantial proportion of those 250,000 people, 
however, have been helped to reduce their illicit drug use and many 
of them to stop it altogether. But in terms of long-term effectiveness 
studies, those are only beginning and I don't have any precise figures. 

Mr. ROGERS. DO we know what the rate of recidivism is? 
Dr. Du PONT. We do only within fairly narrow populations. But 

basically we don't have a very clear picture on what it is. What we 
need is a foUowup study to find out how the people are doing later. In 
the District of Columbia we found that about 1.1 percent a month of 
all discharged patients were readmitted to treatment, which came to 
about 13 percent a year. But of course that only includes those who 
come back in for treatment. There is another group that relapses to 
drug use but does not come in for treatment. 

Mr. ROGERS. What do you figure would be the relationship of 
those who come in and those who simply don't come in? 

Dr. Du PONT. I think that a very large percentage of the people 
who relapse who come in at some point. The question is how long do 
they delay and what kind of mischief do they get into for themselves 
and other people in the meantime. 

Mr. ROGERS. Are we having any people come into the treatment 
centers now who have just begun arug abuse? 
'Dr. Du PONT. Yes, there is a fairly predictable lag between the 

onset of heroin use and entering into treatment. About 10 to 12 per- 
cent of people come into treatment in their year of first use, and within 
6 or 8 years after first using heroin virtually all the people have 
come into treatment. 

Mr. ROGERS. SO what is the showing as of this year? They would 
not start in the first year of their abuse? 

Dr. Du PONT. About 10 to 12 percent do. 
Mr. ROGERS. Have we had an increase? I presume we have, be- 

cause you say most of your slots are filled. 
Dr. Du PONT. Yes, but many of these slots are being filled with 

people who have gotten addicted in the past. In most cities the peak 
rate of new use of heroin occurred between 1968 and 1970. In most 
cities there does not appear to be an increasing rate of new addiction. 
Rather, it appears that the increased availability of heroin in most 
cities has produced an increased prevalance, that is, a substantial 
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number of people who had stopped using heroin have now started 
again. 

Mr. ROGERS. SO it is not effecting too much of a cure. 
Dr. Du PONT. Well, it is less than we would have achieved if 

heroin had not become available again, but of course there are many 
who do not relapse, also. I mentioned in my statement 250,000 un- 
treated active heroin users in the country now, so that is an opening 
measure. 

Mr. ROGERS. HOW many? 
Dr. Du PONT. 260,000 now, so there are large numbers of people who 

are not in treatment, now that we need to do mote about bringing into 
treatment, and also to impact in terms of reducing availability. 

Mr. ROGERS. Well, if we have filled up our slots where will we put 
them? 

Dr. Du PONT. We have got to have greater success in two ways. 
One is to increase the number of slots to meet the need, and the other 
is to reduce the availability of heroin so that more current users stop 
using it. 

Mr. ROGERS. What is the average time that we take to treat a 
heroin addict? In time, is there a mean? 

Dr. Du PONT. It appears that an average treatment slot treats 1.7 
clients per year. Now, in a drug-free program the figure would be 
higher, around three per year. In a methadone program it is closer to 
1.2 or 1.3 per year, but the average overall, is about 1.7 people per 
year. 

Mr. ROGERS. NOW, I notice that we are having—I think, Mr. Bartels, 
in your statement—in New York we are having more methadone 
deaths than heroin. For instance, in the first 9 months of fiscal year 
1974 you report 624 methadone deaths and only 242 heroin deaths. 

Mr. BARTELS. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ROGERS. That doesn't hold, for instance, for Chicago. 
Now, why would that be? 
Dr. Du PONT. I think there are a number of factors, but particularly 

there is a lot more methadone being used in New York City than there 
is in Los Angeles and some other cities. Keep in mind, New York 
City had a very substantial reduction in heroin deaths. The number 
of heroin deaths had gone from something like 800 a year to approxi- 
mately 200 a year. 

Mr. ROGERS. Well, it has kind of made up. We are still at 800. 
Dr. Du PONT. Yes. The overall decrease in the total number of 

deaths in New York City is fairly substantial. I think there was a 20- 
percent decrease between 1972 and 1973 in New York City. I am not 
saying this in any way to justify the methadone overdose death sit"a- 
tion in New York City. It is a matter of very grave concern, and I have 
been in regular contact with the city and State officials on this subject. 
We are very concerned about it and I hope that reductions in metha- 
done overdose deaths will be effected. Certainly in the District of 
Columbia, where methadone overdoses were a very serious problem, 
it was brought under control and I have talked with them in New 
York about this. 

Roughly 80 percent of methadone deaths in the country are now 
occurring in New York City, so there is a very clear concentration 
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of this problem in that area and we have got to do something 
about it. 

Mr. ROGERS. IS it -well to have the physician at least look at an 
addict who has had a lifestyle of heroin usage and he is now on 
methadone, to at least ask them at the end of a 2-year period to 
look at him and make a judgment whether he is an individual that 
should be continued? 

Dr. Du PONT. Yes, sir; I think that that makes sense. In fact, I 
think he ought to be evaluated more often than that. 

Mr. ROGERS. I would hope so, but certainly he is at least looked 
at at the end of 2 years. 

Now, Dr. Dole, I believe, takes exception to that as saying he thinks 
that the political process is interfering with the practice of medicine. 
Do you interpret it that way? I don't. 

Dr. Du PONT. Well, I have the uneviable position of counting 
both you and Dr. Dole as very good friends, so it is a little diflScult 
to work my way through this one. But let me try. 

Mr. ROGERS. Well, let me have your professional judgment. 
Dr. Du PONT. I think Dr. Dole interpreted those regulations as 

saying that a person must come off methadone after 2 years. He 
found that to oe an unwarranted interference with the practice of 
medicine. I don't believe, sir, that that was ever your intention. 

Mr. ROGERS. Nor does it say that. 
Dr. Du PONT. Nor does it say that. So I have spoken with Dr. 

Dole about it and he does not object to the requirement that a 
physician evaluate the individual for continuation on methadone. I 
don't think he has written to JAMA or to you recently about that; 
he seems at least somewhat mollified. 

Mr. ROGERS. This would require people to be examined—that is, 
in effect, what it is—at the end of a 2-year period, and of course we 
were concerned because some of the clinics—perhaps Dr. Dole was 
not aware of it—but some of the clinics were run for a profit. 

Dr. Du PONT. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ROGERS. It was to their advantage to keep as many people 

on methadone as they could, and there was nothing to encourage 
them to get them off of it, no real impetus to have a medical judgment 
made after 2 years. 

So I think Dr. Dole and I just simply disagree about that. But I 
am concerned about the deaths that methadone is still causing which 
is much higher than the drug which we are trying to cure in New 
York. I don't know if that is helpful overall if you have the same 
death rate even though you may die of a different cause, hoping to 
cure another. 

What is our relationship with the States now? Do you feel the single 
agency is working out—smgle State t^ency? 

Dr. Du PONT. Yes; I am quite pleased at our relationship with 
the single State agencies. In general they have demonstrated a com- 
mendable ability to organize within the States and to rationalize 
a very complex pattern of funding to get the maximum benefit for 
the States. We have been working very closely with their association 
and with the individual States and are pleased with these efforts. 

Mr. ROGERS. What is the use of drugs m the Armed Forces now? 
Is it going up, for instance, in Europe? 
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Dr. Du PONT. It was going down prior to the termination of the 
urine testing program in the military. Europe was a good example 
of an area where the heroin rates were coming down. Frankly, we 
don't really know what the effect of stopping the urine testing has 
been on these rates, but it is hard to think they would do anything 
but go up. 

It is hard for me to imagine how you could reduce the urine testing 
program and have any other outcome than an increase in illicit 
drug use. 

Mr. Rogers. Has there been any indication to DEA about that? 
Mr. BARTELS. Yes, availability, and for the reason Dr. Du Pont 

states, the fear of detection isn't there. 
Mr. ROGERS. And you are going to let us know the Department 

of Defense reaction to your request that they do something about 
it? 

Dr. Du PONT. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I might also mention that in 
a follow-up study of returnees from Vietnam the men were asked 
the question about whether they favored urine testing or not and 
95 percent said they did favor it. This then is a program that is not 
imposed from the outside by command but is something that most 
of the soldiers welcome as improving the quality of life in the militarj- 
service. 

Mr. ROGERS. Thank j'ou. I appreciate your patience in getting 
some of these questions answered. I think we needed to make the 
record clear. 

I am very much concerned about the upward trend of the use of 
heroin and marihuana. I hope we can mount a proper offense. This 
committee is very anxious to do what is necessary and we hope you 
will let us have your recommendations, even though it is not approved 
by the Office of Management and Budget. If you will let us have 
those, and we are asking officially for those, we will be glad to send 
a copy to the 0MB and let them know your recommendations, but 
I think this committee needs it in order to fashion legislation that 
may be required. 

You have been most patient and we are grateful to each of you, and 
we will be anxious to hear what happens to Ambassador Vance's trip 
and the results of his discussions in Mexico and Central and Soutn 
America. We will welcome your keeping us advised of the situation in 
any areas where you think the Congress should be active. 

Thank you for being here. 
Mr. BARTELS. Thank you for holding the hearing. 
[The following questions from Mr. Symington and DEA's answers 

were subsequently received for the record:] 

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY CONGRESSMAN SYMINGTON AND ANSWERS BY DEA 

Queslion 1. In an interview on April 1, 1974 with U.S. News & World Report, 
DEA Administrator Bartels indicated that the United States has "turned the 
comer on heroin abuse." Do you still think so? What does turn the corner mean? 
Mr. Bartels indicated it meant a dramatic drop in the number of heroin addicts? 
How many heroin addicts are now in the country? How many are in Missouri? 
How many in St. Louis? 

Answer. The standards used in determining and measuring heroin abuse are 
many. The traditional environment used to predict levels of drug abuse have 
been the communities of drug enforcement, rehabilitation and treatment facilities. 
Evidence or theories presented by any singular module in and of itself would be 
misleading. However, when examining all evidence submitted, we can say that 
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the levels of heroin abuse has remained somewhat constant today as when re- 
ported in April 1974. In support of this statement and by assessing the New York 
drug situation we find that the price of available heroin has gone up. The purity 
of heroin in New York ranged by 38% wholesale and 6.7% retail during the first 
quarter of 1972 to 22.3% wholesale and .5.8% retail during the first quarter of 
1974. Also the distribution of brown heroin on the Eastern seaboard demonstrates 
the decline of European white heroin availability. The number of persons reported 
to the New York City Narcotics Register has also declined from 53,000 persons 
in 1972 to 37,000 in 1973. 

There are estimated to be 2.50,000 heroin addicts in the United States, 7,000 in 
the State of Missouri and 5,000 in the city of St. Louis. 

Question S. During that same interview, Mr. Bartels said that 80% to W/, of 
the top layer of French drug rings are now in jail. What is the current estimate? 
Who is now running drug operations? Are there still amateurs or are the established 
French/Corsican families back in business? 

Answer. The current situation in France has remained quite stable. Most 
of the major figures in the previously known French Connection group have been 
immobilized; either through incarceration in France or the United States. There 
are some remnants of the Connection still directing the remaining traffic, but 
younger groups of criminals are carrying out functions previously conducted by 
the old timers who were in the business for more than twenty years. No individual 
or single group can be singled out as "running" drug operations in France. The 
French heroin manufacturing and distributing industry consists of a number of 
loosely-structured groups. Internal feud.s have led to bloody gang wars in Marseille 
and thus resulted in the elimination of several important figures in the traffic. 
Our information indicates that there are still some old time traffickers in the 
business but through the usual insulation technique they will probably not become 
directly involved in any new French Connection which could develop in the future. 

Question 3. In the 1950's and 1960's, according to Mr. Bartels, between 70% 
and 90% of the heroin coming into this country came from France; but, more 
recently, traffiicking rin^ have brought a great deal of heroin in from Mexico and 
South America, (a) In this regard, plea.se give us a percentage breakdown of heroin 
sources by countrj' or world region, (b) Has Miami become the main point of 
entry? (c) Compare Miami to New York on this point, (d) Are Seattle and Van- 
couver still serious problems? 

Answer (a) Several indicators and factors told us that as of June 30, 1973, 
62.8% of the heroin available in the United States was white and the balance, 
37.2% was brown. 

By December 1973 we saw a dramatic increase of brown heroin availability— 
70.2 f> and the balance 29.8% w.is white. Our current best estimates now indicate 
the following for heroin availability in the United States. 

Availabilily of heroin in the United Slates by color 
Percentage/ 

Brown--   - 60 to 70 
White -   30 to 40 

Area origin of heroin in United Stales 
Percentage* 

Mexican >     50 to 60 
Asian  20 to 25 
Europe/Middle East    20 to 25 

1 However, on Just the basis of selxures In the United States, this figure may be as high 
as 70%. 

Brown heroin origin area as percent of total available heroin 
Percentage/ 

Mexican'.   --     50 to 60 
Asian         10 to 12.5 

• However, on Just the basis o( seUures In the United States, this figure may be as high as 70%. 

White heroin origin area at percent of total available heroin 

Europe/Middle East         20 to 25 
Asian ---    10 to 12.5 

<1-912 O - 74 - U 
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(b) No. New York continues as thennain point of entry, however, Miami is' 
certainly a major center for importation. 

(c) New York receives a far greater percentage of European origin heroin. 
However, Miami has been used as the primary entry point for cocaine and a 
secondary entry point for heroin from Europe and South America. There has been 
some evidence of a deceleration of heroin smuggling into Miami over the past 
two years. 

(d) Yes. Vancouver, and to a lesser amount, Seattle continue to be used as 
points of entry for heroin shipments of Southeast and Far East Asian origin. 

Q\ie»lion 4- How many agents and the general locations? How many narcotics 
agents does the New York Police Force have, the Miami Police Force, the Seattle 
and Vancouver PoUce Forces? 

Answer. As of August 31, 1974 DEA had 2,036 Special Agents on board. These 
Agents were located primarily in the geographic areas covered by DEA reraons in 
New York (15%), Los Angeles (14%), Dallas (10%), Miami (7%), and Denver 
(6%). The New York City Police Department has 750 officers assigned to narcotic 
enforcement. Similarly the Miami, Florida Police Department has 23, Seattle, 
Washington 33 and Vancouver, Washington has 6. 

Question 6. In how many different cities are you operating strike task forces? 
Give us data on increases in drug arrests and convictions. 

Answer. There are two separate and distinct entities with which DEA is in- 
volved. One is the task force operations. These are LEAA funded units composed 
of State and local officers and DEA Special Agents geared toward drug 
enforcement. 

Attachment #1 shows a breakdown of each DEA Task Force and the number of 
DEA and State and local personnel in each. 

Attachment #2 shows the Task Force Arrests for FY-1973 and FY-1974. 
Although the arrests have decreased, the level of violator being investigated is on 
the rise. This will be monitored more accurately in the future with the inclusion 
of these arrests in DEA's Geo-Drug Enforcement Program which identifies the 
level of violator arrested. 

Complete statistics on the number of task force convictions are not available 
since it is very difficult to determine disposition of cases in State and local courts 
where many of the task force cases are prosecuted. 

DEA also participates in the Department of Justice Organized Crime Strike 
Forces which are con-posed of representatives of several Federal Government 
agencies aimed at coordinating enforcement and intelligence efforts against multi- 
jurisdictional major violators. Agents are assigned to strike forces in the locations 
listed in Attachment #3. 

ATTACHMENT NO. 1: STAFFING OF DEA TASK FORCES 
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local 
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DEA           local 
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12 

6 
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5 
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8 
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Hartford Houston                   ..   6               to 
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San Antonio .             
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Philadelphia  
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Albuquerque  
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S              12 

Atlanta  
Orlando  
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18              22 
Cleveland  11               9 
Chicago.. San Diego  S              36 
Indianapolis  Reno  

Honolulu  Ml Vernon  2              20 
6             9 

Total  261              S83 
St Louis  
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ATTACHMENT NO. 2—DBA TASK FORCE ARRESTS 

DEA Task Force arrests for F Y-73 and until January 1, 1974 are not retrievable 
by class of violator. However, we can estimate that these arrests will fall into the 
same distribution as the arrests from January 1, 1974 to June 30, 1974 which 
have been retrieved by class. 

DEA lash force arrests fiscal year 1973 '.—7,176. 
DEA task force arrests fiscal year 1974 {until Jan. 1, 1974).—2.161. 
DEA task force arrests fiscal year 1974 (Jan. 1, 1974 to June 30, 1974).—Class 

I, 19; Qass II, 36; Class III, 596; Qass FV, 1,558 (total—2,209). 

ATTACHMENT NO. 3. DEA STRIKE FORCE PARTICIPATION 

Baltimore, Boston, Buffalo, Chicago, Cleveland, Detroit, Kansas City, Los 
Angeles, Miami, Newark, New Orleans, New York (Eastern district), Phila- 
delphia, Pittsburgh, San Francisco, and St. Louis (total 16 cities). 

Question 8. In the April 1974 interview, Mr. Bartels indicated that the 1971 
move to halt legal opium production in Turkey disrupted the traditional source 
of heroin for French/Corsican groups, (a) Will this "connection" be reestablished? 
(b) Bring us up-to-date on your efforts with the French. 

Answer, (a) Turkey has declared its intent to permit the cultivation of 20,000 
hectares (approximately 49,420 acres) of opium poppy. We have received reports 
that planting has started this month. Our current estimates indicate that there 
could be an increase of between 35-40 percent in heroin availability in the United 
States. This will depend mainly upon the foUowiig factors: 

(1) Decisions of the holders of illegal stockpile; of Turkish opium under the 
new Turkish control system; 

(2) Decisions by these same persons concerning how much of their stockpiles 
will go to the French, rather than to other markets, such as Egypt (opium), 
Lebanon (opium and morphine), and Northern Europe (morphine base for the 
addict marlcet); and 

(3) The actual effectiveness, as seen by mid-summer 1975, of the Turkish 
control program. 

On the French side, assuming there will be a resumed high availability of 
their preferred Turkish morphine base, the rejuvenation of old connections will 
involve recapturing markets invaded from elsewhere in recent months. New 
competitors include East Asians and Lebanese, and most recently, small number 
of Turks are now beginning to engage in heroin manufacture in Turkey itself. 
French authorities, while believing that the French/Corsican underworld may 
presently consider such things as arms and cigarette smuggling more safely 
lucrative than narcotics, are convinced that former heroin traffickers retain a 
high degree of interest in heroin. 

There was no licit opium production in Turkey in the 1974 crop year. Some 
minor illicit production may nave occurred in a region about 100 miles northeast 
of Ankara. During the period of the ban (July 1972 to July 1974) both opium and 
morphine base continued to flow into illicit international channels from Turkey. 
Opium shipments, mostly to Egypt, sometimes amounted to more than a ton. 
Both the opium and the morphine base shipments were derived from illegal 
opium stockpiles accumulated over many years before the imposition of the 1972 
ban. With the resumption of legal opium production beginning with the summer 
1975 harvest, an increase in both illegal opium and morphine base can be expected; 
drawn mainly from illegal stockpiles rather than new production. 

Judging from past performances and announced plans for the 1975 crop year, 
and assuming normal weather conditions prevail; the Government of Turkey has 
projected an opium crop of 200 tons. However, most experts believe that under 
normal conditions, 20,000 hectares in Turkey, should yield 400 tons of opium. 

If the traditional method of pod incision is used, and if the control measures 
used in 1971 and 1972 are applied, diversion would probably amount to between 
100 and 200 tons. If improved control systems are introduced or if the commit- 
ment in manpower and vehicles to harvest control is greatly increased, diversion 
might be held below 100 tons. 

The poppy straw method, if used, would in theory reduce greatly the problem of 
diversion of opium gum. However, under the terms of the Single Convention there 

> Task force—DALE Instituted FY-1978. 
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are no control provisions for cultivation and licensing of poppy straw. Turkey is 
aware of this, and we fear that the cultivation "could get out of control" in a few 
years if the farmers are allowed to grow without "licensing" and"controls" similar 
to gum opium controls. If they grow on State farms, the straw cultivation could be 
adequately controlled. Reaching this objective, however, would depend on total 
cooperation from the growers, a foolproof sj'stcm for maintaining surveillance over 
poppy fields during the harvest period, or a combination of both. In practical 
terms, it is estimated that 100 tons of illicit opium might be gathered illegally in 
Turkey during 1975, either from unlicensed plots or illicit incision. This amount 
would tend to increase in later years as growers with trafficker connections devise 
ways to avoid detection. 

(b) Our current level of cooperation is at an all-time high with the French 
authorities. The efforts they have put forth are truly commendable. The assistance 
given to DEA bj' their police service on a day-to-day basis has been in our judg- 
ment, one of the cornerstones of our foreign enforcement programs. 

Question 7. What happened to the $35 million we gave Turkey to assist in the 
f basing out production of heroin (opium)? Do we know where all that money went? 

f so, give us a breakdown of the distribution of all those millions of dollars. 
Answer. A total of $35.7 million in United States aid was pledged to Turkey 

after announcement of the poppy ban. $20.4 million was earmarked for rural 
development projects, $15 million to compensate for foreign exchange losses and 
$300,000 to support surveillance and increase law enforcement capabilities for the 
Turkish Police. Of the $20.4 million for rural development the United States 
Government has paid out $5.3 million. Of the $15 miUion for foreign exchange 
losses, $10 million has been given to Turkey and the total of $300,000 was fully 
obligated and dispersed. Thus, of the pledge, $35.7 mQlion, the Government of 
Turkey had received a total of $15.6 million. No additional payments will be made. 

Question 8. Why can India control distribution of its opium production while 
Turkey has so much trouble? What percentage of Turkey's legal opium production 
is diverted? What does opium mean to the Turkish economy, i.e., what percentage 
does it represent of the GNP? What percentage of their total exports? 

Answer. Announced production for the current crop year in India is 1,050 tons. 
No illicit production is reported. As much as 100 tons of Indian licit opium 
f)roduction may be diverted into iUicit trade, with most of it being consumed 
ocally. There have been numerous reports of smuggled Indian opium arriving in 

Sri Lanka, Abu Dhabi, and Dubai. Some illicit opium may also be brought into 
India from Southeast Asia. At the present time it is unclear whether India is a 
net exporter or importer of illicit opium. 

The assumption that India is able to prevent significant opium diversion from 
its legal production rests primarily on official Indian claims. Available intelligence 
information indicates that there is diversion, both for internal consumption and 
illegal export to Sri Lanka and several of the Persian Gulf Emirates. Notwith- 
standing this, it is clear that Indian efforts at preventing diversion have been 
more effective than the Turkish ones, particularly in the years before 1971, when 
the Turks began tightening their opium collection controls. The main reason for 
the superiority of the Indian system was probably due to better controls at the 
village level. 

The following chart gives estimates of total production and diversion of Turkish 
opium between 1967 and 1972. 

YMr 

1967  
1968  
1969  
1970  
1971  
1972  

In the year 1971 the value of the total gum production, according to Turkish 
estimates, was $5.6 million. U.S. astimatcs differed from this, putting the value 
at about $3 million. On the basis of the Turkish estimate, the total value of the 
opium poppy crop—export earnings, i)lus domestically consumed gum, seeds, 
oil, and poppy straw fodder—was about one-half of one percent of its Gross 
National Product. 

Estimated Availatrie to 
production illicit market 

(metric tons) (percent) 

295 70 
260 $2 
190 33 
140 $7 
195 25 
IS 9 
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Although exact figures are not available, it is estimated that opium comprises 
not larger than one half of one percent of Turkey's exports. 

Question 9. What of methadone diversion? Does methadone result in the deaths 
of more people than heroin? 

Answer. Methadone diversion.—DEA surveys of methadone diversion completed 
in 1972 and 1974 reflect an apparent decrea.se in methadone availability on the 
street subsequent to the promulgation of FDA's regulations in 1973. Most of the 
methadone now leaking to the street emanates from patient take home supplies 
and is availabie in limited cruantitj' primarily in liquid. There is now adequate 
Federal control with the FDA regulations and the soon to become effective 
(on or about November 1) DEA regulations requiring'separate program regis- 
tration predicated upon adequate safeguards. 

Heroin and methadone deaths.—According to results received from the DAWN 
survi^y for three quarters (July 1, 1973—March 31, 1974), the number of heroin 
deaths outnumbered the number of methadone deaths by approximately one third. 
The number of heroin deaths during this period was 990 and the number of metha- 
done deaths was 669. These statistics were taken from information received from 
24 major cities in the United States. 

Question 10. How many tons of heroin are needed each year to satisfy the habits 
of addicts in this country? Give us a profile on the "average addict—age, race, 
sex. area of country, etc." 

Answer. It is estimated that the average addict uses 50 mg of heroin daily. 
At this rate, the 250,000 addicts in the United States consume approximately 
five tons of 100% pure heroin each year. 

Based on a recent survey of 90,000 known narcotic abusers a profile of an 
"average" addict would be between 18 and 30 years of age (73%), black (56%), 
male (84%) and primarily from the large urban areas. 

Question 11. The December 1973 GAO report on "Difficulties in Immobilizing 
Ma.or Narcotics Traffickers" indicated that Mexican refusal to extradite indi- 
viduals and Mexican laws making undercover buys illegal has hampered the effort 
to end trafficking from that country. What progress, how many meetings have 
been held with Mexican officials to correct these problems? 

Answer. On October 24, 1973, a meeting was held between DEA officials and 
the Mexican Attorney General to discuss means for implementing the Treaty 
statute pertaining to extradition, which includes Mexican nationals. It should be 
pointed out that the Government of Mexico has not indicated any reluctance to 
extradite U.S. citizens and Third State nationals wanted by the United States. 
Furthermore, Mexican authorities have expressed a willingness to prosecute 
Mexican citizens whose trafficking activities extend into the United States and 
who are the subject of U.S. indictments. 

As a result of the October 24, 1973 meeting the Government of Mexico dis- 
patched an attorney to the Eastern Judicial District of New York to study cases 
involving Mexican nationals and to establish criteria for expediting extradition 
requests. To date, an appropriate substantiative case has not developed. 

The Mexican Attorney General has directed the State Attorneys General to 
compile a list of U.S. citizens and Third State nationals known to be in the United 
States and who are wanted in Mexico for violation of Mexican narcotic laws. A 
similar list is being prepared in the United States for wanted persons, including 
Mexican nationals known to be in Mexico. Further, negotiation will ensue upon 
completion of these lists. 

Mexico, like many other countries, related undercover buys to entrapment and 
makes the informant or undercover agent equally guilty. Undercover buys, 
however, represent only one of many tools available to law enforcement; and 
therefore, is not an indispensable requirement. In addition, it must be remembered 
that Mexican law includes certain features that enhance law enforcement efforts 
and which are lacking under U.S. law. For example, narcotic offenses are not 
bondable in Mexico and the individual remains incarcerated at least until adjudi- 
cation of his case. Unfortunately, this is not the case in the U.S. 

Question 12. Have there been any developments regarding heroin production or 
seizures in Southeast Asia? Is it your position that there is no Chinese Communist 
involvement; i.e., their government has neither sanctioned nor approved such 
traffic? Have you or any other Federal officials been in touch with the Chinese 
regarding a joint drive against producers in the "Golden Triangle"? 

Answer. There have been several major developments with regard to the heroin 
and opium picture in Southeast Asia. Starting with the mo.st important opium 
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growing area, Burma, more aggressive enforcement by the Burmese authorities 
resulted in the interdiction of traditional caravan routes and has forced the 
traffickers to adopt more costly methods of operation. 

Limited U.S. assistance has been provided and recently overtures have been 
made for possible DEA narcotics training. The Thais too are becoming more 
effective in their anti-narcotics operations; in recent cases. Thai authorities 
seized a significant heroin laboratory in Bangkok and put out of business a traf- 
ficking operation which had been shipping heroin and morphine base to Hong 
Kong via air freight. A new DEA ofHce in Songkhla, in southwestern Thailand, 
and increased Thai enforcement efforts on the Thai-Malaysian border are expected 
to have a substantial effect on traffic in this most important area. 

The efforts of the Thai, South Vietnamese and Hong Kong authorities coordi- 
nated by DEA, have already borne fruit in the interdiction of trawlers smuggling 
opium, morphine base and heroin from Thailand to Hong Kong. The most recent 
trawler seized by the Vietnamese Navy was carrying close to two tons of opium. 

Unfortunately, in spite of increased seizures at all levels of the traffic, there has 
been an increased demand for heroin worldwide. This demand, with its con- 
comitant increase in price, has resulted in a continuing flow of drugs at a relatively 
high level. Some new trends have been noted in the traffic. For example, there 
has been a substantial increase in the number of Asians arrested while smuggling 
heroin into Western Europe. In most of these cases the drugs are destinated for 
Amsterdam; we have yet to determine how much of this is intended for further 
smuggling to areas such as the United States. Also, probably due to increased 
efficiency and lessened risk of detection, traffickers are taking to smuggling an 
incompletely processed opium product as opposed to the more traditional opium, 
morphine base or finished heroin. There has also been a notable increase in the 
amount of heroin production in Malaysia. 

We continue to believe that the Government of the People's Republic of China 
is in no way involved in the international narcotics traffic; this is to say that the 
Chinese Government neither participates in nor sanctions the illicit trade. There 
is of course some inevitable cross-border trade between ethnically homogeneous 
tribesmen in Yunnan and the border regions of Burma and Laos but we do not 
view this trade as having any appreciable impact on the international narcotics 
traffic. 

We are not aware of any contact between U.S. and PRC officials for a joint 
drive against Golden Triangle producers. The PRC does not seem to be willing or 
able to influence the Burmese Communist Party elements which are assuming a 
greater role in the northern Burmese opium trade. Since there is no known traffick- 
ing through PRC territory, it is doubtful that they would be of much assistance in 
•urbing the Golden Triangle narcotics activity. 

DEA has, however, recently requested the State Department to allow a techni- 
cal group to initiate formal discussions with PRC officials concerning the nar- 
cotic situation. We understand that State has this matter under study at this time. 

Question 13. Is it possible or probable to cooperate with the Chinese Com- 
munists in the same fashion as we've been cooperating with the French and 
Mexicans? Would a bilateral treaty with the (Chinese be desirable? I understand 
that more than 100 nations have signed one or more treaties regulating drug 
traffic; have the Chinese been a party to any of these treaties? 

Answer. It is not probable that we can cooperate with the Chinese in the same 
manner with which we cooperate with the French and Mexicans at this time. 
This is because our present relationships with France and Mexico have been 
developed over a lengthy period of time from a point where the cooperation was 
unsatisfactory. Further, we do not believe PRC is either a major source or trans- 
shipment country as are the others. 

The Chinese niight be helpful in connection with efforts to disrupt the shipment 
of opium and narcotics by trawler into Hong Kong. It is known that from time 
to time, trawlers move through PRC territorial waters in order to avoid detection 
by Royal Navy and Hong Kong Police patrols. When they do so the increased 
interdiction risks which could be arranged and heavy penalties at the hands of 
PRC authorities would further discourage traffickers from using these routes. 

However, there are ma'or political questions involved. For example, we must 
consider the sensitivities of Hong Kong and British officials in such an initiative, 
especially as it relates to the incrca.sed presence and activity of armed PRC 
Naval Units in the area. DEA is not in a position to a-ssess fully the various 
other political considerations, U.S. Government interests and priorities involved 
because our relationship with PRC is in a developmental phase. 
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The answer might lie in i?oine formalized tip-off procedure involving ourselves, 
the Chinese, the British, Hong Kong, and the Thais. In this manner, there could 
be exchange of information without the possibility of violations of territorial 
waters by either the Chinese or Hong Kong authorities. Bilateral treaties are 
desirable only if they serve a useful purpose. In this case, a common goal of 
nterdicting narcotics shipments could probably be better accomplished through 

a multi-national agreement. 
As of this time, the PRC has not ratified the Single Convention on Narcotic 

Drugs. However, PRC representatives have taken part in proceedings of the 
United National Economic and Social Council's (ECOSOC) narcotics activities. 
PRC attitudes at these narcotics-related meetings tended to focus on reaction 
to the various accusations, mostly Republic of China originated, that the PRC 
was behind the Asian opium/heroin problem. However, more recent statelnents 
have shown a definite softening in the PRC's earlier position that "each nation 
should go it alone with respect to narcotics" and it is expected that PRC ratifica- 
tion of the Single Convention—and possibly greater international cooperation— 
will be forthcoming in the not too distant future. 

Qitestion I4. Please give us a breakdown as to the latest retail prices of heroin 
in different regions of the country; I am especially interested in the price and 
purity of heroin as a measure of any shortage. Has the price of heroin gone up as 
fast as food and fuel prices? What is the purity (percentage of pure heroin) of 
the average street purchase? 

Answer. A preakdown of heroin retail prices and purity for the nation and for 
five geographic areas are included as Attachment #1. Those figures show that 
near the end of FY-72 heroin was available nationwide at $86/mg and 6.6% 
purity. In comparision heroin was available near the end of FY-73 at $1.16/mg 
and 4.6% purity. At the end of FY-74 the price was $1.15/mg and 5.7% purity. 

Heroin price and purity suggests a relationship with the availability of heroin. 
If this is correct it can be assumed that near the end of the fourth quarter FY-73 
heroin availability nationwide was at the lowest in the past three years. Similarly 
then we could say that heroin was most available at the beginning of FY-72 and 
ha.s now risen to a point slightly above the lowest availability of a year ago. 

During FY-73 the national price index for retail heroin rose 14.1% compared 
to 12.6% rise In food stuffs, 15% rise in fuels and the 7% increase in the consumer 
price index. 

Question IS. What about drugstore robberies as a source of illicit drugs? (a) 
Give us data on drug thefts from pharmacies, doctors offices, etc. (b) What is 
the Administration doing to stop drugstore robberies? (c) Is it officially and 
firmly opposed to making a drug theft from a drugstore a Federal crime? (d) Why 
can't drugstore robberies and the theft of narcotics be treated in the same fashion 
as a b^k robbery? Give comparative data on the value of dnigs stolen from 
pharmacies versus the dollars and securities stolen from banks? (e) W^ould the 
Administration favor public hearings on drugstore robbery legislation? (f) Would 
the  Administration  meet  with  pharmacists'  groups  regarding this  problem? 

Answer, (a) Thefts from pharmacies accounted for 28,272,497 dosage units 
of various controlled drugs diverted to the illicit traffic during FY-74. Thefts 
from medical practitioners were responsible for an additional 1,358,698 dosage 
units while manufacturers, distributors, and other firms lost 3,629,965 dosage 
units; for a total loss by thefts of all kinds of 33,261,160 dosage units. These 
figures reflect all losses by theft during FY-74, required by regulation to be 
reported to DEA on a timely basis. 

During FY-1974 a total of 7,907 drug theft incidents were reported to DEA. 
Pharmacv thefts account for 6,320 of these reports. Armed robbery was committed 
in 16% (988) of the cases reported, while burglary occurred in" 77% (4,875) of 
the cases. Additional robberies and burglaries not involving drugs, but where 
only money and merchandise were taken, are not reported to DEA and are not 
reflected in the at ove figures. 

When figuring actual loss to the pharmacist the replacement value of the drugs 
is used, rather than the inflated cost of the drugs when later sold in illicit traffic. 
The replacement value figures below were taken from the Drug Topics Red Book. 

Total replacement cost of all drugs reported stolen during FY-1974 was Sl,- 
212,375 representing 33,261,160 dosage units. Of this amount, 28,272^97 dosage 
units, costing $1,025,079 to replace, were taken from pharmacies. Thefts from 
medical practitioners cost $40,143 (1,358,698 dosage units) the balance was lost 
from manufacturers, distributors, and other intermediary firms. 
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Attachment 1 
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Attachment 1 (continued) 

PROGRAM PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT 
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(b) The Drug Enforcemtnt Administration has initiated a Pharmacy Theft 
Program to determine what impact can be made on drug thefts in a major metro- 
politan area. The program will not be expanded until its effectiveness can be 
evaluated. Theft prevention programs include recommended security techniques 
such as minimum stocking of controlled drugs and either dispersion of controlled 
drugs among general pharmacy stock or use of safes or other suitable locked con- 
tainers to safeguard drugs. 

(c) The Justice Department, Drug Enforcement Administration does not sup- 
port Federal legislation which would make thefts from pharmacies a Federal 
crime, although it is concerned with those drugs stolen and diverted to illicit 
channels. Successful investigation of robbery, burglary, and other forms of theft 
requirts fairly immediate law enforcement response capability. DEA as presently 
organized does not have sufficient numbers of Agents strategically dispersed to 
respond satisfactorily to pharmacy theft incidents. A recent indepth study of 
pharmacy thefts covering all parts of the nation shows generally excellent response 
time on the part of the local police. 

Pharmacy burglaries, robberies, and other forms of theft are not always directed 
at controlled drugs. During FY-74 the average replacement cost for contiolled 
drugs taken during a theft from a pharmacy was $162.20, while our indepth study 
of all pharmacy crimes shows an average loss of $400 or more per incident. This 
would certainly indicate that the majority of pharmacy crimes are not directed at 
controlled drugs. 

(d) As previously stated, the value of controlled drugs taken from pharmacies 
during FY-74 was $1,025,079. During the same period, FBI statistics reveal that 
losses from all bank crimes totalled over $178,000,000. More specifically, there 
were 3,485 incidents of robbery, extortion threats, burglary, and larceny which 
resulted in losses totalling $27,149,947. In other words bank losses from outside 
origins appear to be 25 times as high as from similar drug losses, but with only 
half the number of incidents to investigate. Further, the violent crimes in banks 
(armed robbery and extortion threats) comprise 80% of the total incidents, 
against an armed robbery rate of 16% in pharmacies. 

When it is appropriate for DEA to do so, we will assist the local jurisdiction 
insofar as we are reasonably able. In fact, we frequently respond to local requests 
for information and for identification of violators. We will also assist directly in 
the conduct of local investigations when appropriate. 

(e) The Drug Enforcement Administration cannot recommend hearings or 
other proceedings in progress toward Federal legislation against pharmacy thefts, 
as the costs and manpower requirements resulting from such legislation would 
outweigh any benefits beyond what is now being accomplished by local poUce 
agencies. DEA has in the past, and will continue to meet with the various national 
associations representing pharmacists in order to work toward a reasonable solu- 
tion to the pharmacy theft problem. 

(f) Yes, the Administrator met with representatives of pharmacies national 
associations in August of this year. Further meetings have taken place and are 
taking place with DEA's Compliance personnel. 

Mr. ROGERS. We have one more witness that I have asked to be 
present. 

Mr. Raybum F. Hesse, executive director of the National As- 
sociation of State Drug Abuse Program Coordinators, and we would 
be glad to have you make a statement at this time. 

The committee appreciates your presence and patience in waiting 
this long. 

STATEMENT OF RAYBURN F. HESSE, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NA- 
TIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE DRUG ABUSE PROGRAM COOR- 
DINATORS AND CHAIRMAN, INTERNATIONAL COMMITTEE ON 
SOCIAL POLICY 

Mr. HESSE. Mr. Chairman, we thank you for inviting us to present 
our views here today. 

We have prepared not an elaborate statement but a summary of 
high priority pomts which we would like the committee to consider. 
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Given the unique nature of these hearings and the broad ranging 
interests expressed, I will also testify in part as the chairman of the 
International Committee on Social Policy, a 15-nation group who 
recently presented, in Copenhagen, an international perspective of 
drug abuse, based upon the testimony and submissions of national 
spokesmen from throughout the world, and you have that report in 
front of you. 

Our perspective of the needs of the drug abuse industry and of the 
several States is founded upon and extends from our assessment of the 
drug abuse problem, current approaches to that problem, and, par- 
ticularly the scope and design of proposed approaches, especially the 
decentralization of authority and responsibility to State governments. 

Our assessment supports the following observations and conclusions; 
1. The former administration's decision to budget for a level of 

95,000 treatment slots represents an incomplete analysis of the 
narcotic addiction problem, and does not, as sucn represent a workable 
assessment of the needs of the drug abuse industry. 

2. In the absence of a clearly defined social-political-budgetary 
policy on drug abuse, of which narcotic addition is a part, the Nixon 
administration's decision on the current HEW budget can be viewed 
as reinforcing the conclusion that the Nixon administration's primary 
preoccupation was with narcotic addiction, and, having achieved some 
success m that category, prepared a series of steps, beginning with the 
current budget, to reduce the prioritj- given to drug abuse, without 
having really addressed drug abuse in its totality. 

3. The former administration maintained that its budget, despite a 
reduction in funding for the National Institute on Drug Abuse of 
$55.7 million, from fiscal year 1974 to fiscal year 1975, is suflBcient to 
support a treatment base of 95,000 slots, but, the same administration 
spokesmen conceded that this budget does not permit any new starts 
nor does it permit new funding to implement State plans. 

4. The future success of the national drug abuse strategy, now so 
dependent upon State action, depends then in large part upon the im- 
plementation of the now approved State plans and upon maintaining 
the momentum of this Federal-State approach. 

5. Our analysis of these State plans indicates that a minimimi of 
$35 million in new funds—in addition to the formula grants—is needed 
to maintain the thrust of the drug abuse programs in this country. 
These funds are needed in such areas as treatment, rehabilitation, 
crisis intervention, research and training, particularly in areas, 
Mr. Chairman, that go beyond Federal scope. 

6. There has not been, in any administration to date, a priority 
given to primary and secondary prevention, which we States deem as 
absolutely essential to an effective reduction in the incidence of drug 
abuse and drug misuse. 

7. A recent survey, which we conducted under contract to the 
Government, concluded that a comprehensive, multiresource, multi- 
faceted, in-depth approach to primary and secondary prevention, of 
sufficient scope to have the desired maximum impact on the problem 
of drug abuse, would cost Federal, State, and local governments and 
agencies as much as $280 million. 

The recommendations of our survey respondents went far beyond 
traditional informational and educational approaches to prevention, 
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recommending such programs as alternative life styles progiaras, 
minority group programs, skills training, career education, early inter- 
vention, lamily counseling, youth counseling, inschool peer guidance 
programs, outreach programs, teacher training, training of program 
professionals, community awareness and prevention programs, over- 
dose treatment and counseling services for marginally involved users, 
inschool reentry programs, and others. 

Most significantly, the States and community respondents called 
for a national merging of resources, not simply a program executed 
by the National Institute. 

Indeed, their estimate of programs and funding needed included 
$74.1 million from NIDA; $49.3 million from the Office of Education; 
$43.8 from LEAA; $54.6 from the Department of Labor; and $7.5 
million from Model Cities. 

In sum, the States recommended programs that go well beyond 
the traditional jurisdictions of drug abuse programs; they recom- 
mended programs that address cause as well as effect. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, when we say that the recommendations of 
the previous administration represented an incomplete analysis of 
the problem, we are saying that an abroach based primarily upon 
treatment approaches is in itself not sufficient. 

Moreover, many of the kinds of programs which the States and 
localities desire and need are outside of current Federal scopes of 
work but cannot be funded to any appreciable degree from formula 
grant funds, which are ciirrently the major resource for programs 
that fall outside these scopes of work. 

This is especially true of programs directed to nonusers who are 
vulnerable to drug misuse and abuse, and to experimenters and social- 
recreational users. 

We States have repeatedly expressed our concern that the comer 
has not been turned on heroin addiction and our steadfast belief 
that, when we consider drug abuse in its totality, the 27-month 
historj'- of actions implementing Public Law 92-255 amount to a 
substantial beginning, not a conclusion. 

Wc believe, given the insights into the problem which Dr. Du 
Pont has shared with us based upon Federal reporting, and our own 
evidence, that this administration should go forward to the Congress 
at the very earliest opportunity with requests for new funds. 

Dr. Du Pont has said this morning that NIDA is meeting existing 
demand with existing resources, but, that he may find it necessary 
to request additional, supplemental funding. He noted with concern 
that the 95,000 slots currently available will be filled by January—a 
concern that is aggravated we believe when one considers his other 
testimony about the increased rates of drug abuse in several sections 
of the country. 

Thus, Mr. Chairman, we can anticipate a situation in which we 
will not have sufficient treatment slots for our heavily impacted 
populations, principally the addict, at the same time that we do not 
have sufficient funds for the other kinds of programing which are 
necessary to any well-balanced approach. 

The States have already prepared to submit certain conclusions and 
recommendations to Dr. Du Pont, whom we greatly admire. I think 
it is relevant to an oversight hearing of this kind, Mr. Chairman, to 
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not* on the record that the States have been particularly pleased with 
Dr. Du Pont who has been most sensitive to our needs and responsive 
to our problems. 

But, there is a gap. We know the policies and priorities of the 
Nixon administration. We do not know the policies and priorities of 
the Ford administration. 

We are approaching a critical time; many of the most important 
authorizations in drug abuse programing expire next June 30. These 
include the authorities of the Special Action Office as well as the basic 
authorities and formula grants for the States. 

The Congress and the administration, and particularly this com- 
mittee, must develop new legislation. We trust, Mr. Cnairman, in 
the light of the testimony given by Dr. Du Pont and Mr. Bartels 
today, that this legislation will not be drafted in an atmosphere of 
having won the battle. 

We have, at best, as Dr. Du Pont described the situation, stabilized 
the problem so that we no longer have the Avdldly gyrating spirals 
of new drug incidence. Yet, there is legitimate fear that we have 
done little to eradicate the root causes of drug abuse so as to prevent 
another recurrence of this dread epidemic. 

And, we are not alone in these concerns. I submit for your record, 
Mr. Chairman, the report of our international committee and conclude 
it with the observation that the representatives of several dozen 
nations deem this problem to be sufficiently significant to warrant the 
calling next year of an interparliamen try congress on drug abuse, a 
Congress which will address broad issues oi social policy on drug 
abuse, in a major effort to effect a total societal response. 

I might mention, incidentally, Mr. Chairman, that you are among 
the 150 national legislators who will bo invited to participate. 

In conclusion, Air. Chairman, we have strengthened our resources, 
expanded our technical capability, advanced ovir knowledge of 
effective responses. We have enjoyed a brief respite from certain 
of the challenges in drug abuse. Now, the eAddence is new and con- 
vincing that we must redouble our efforts. 

And I would say to you as a final comment, a personal comment 
even, that what we need is not just a system of treatment for the 
addict and not merely treatment but rehabilitation and a system of 
treatment and rehabilitation that is enforced and made workable by 
a system of primary and secondrj^ prevention to reduce the absolute 
incidence of drug abuse. We have never gone that final step. 

Mr. ROGERS. Thank you very much, Mr. Hesse. 
Your statement was very helpful to the committee and we will 

take into our consideration your recommendations. Thank you for 
being here. 

Mr. HESSE. My pleasure. 
Mr. ROGERS. That concludes the hearings and the committee 

stands adjourned. 
[Whereupon, at 4:03 p.m., the committee adjourned.] 
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